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One of the most crucial problems in the United 
States today is the problem of urban America. Urban 
America is faced with a multiplicity of social and economic 
problems. The financial resources of most urban areas, 
particularly the central cities, are either stagnant or 
declining while the need for and costs of services are 
steadily increasing. 
There is a general feeling on the part of many 
scholars, political observers and civic leaders, and 
organizations that existing governmental structures are 
unable to respond adequately to such serious problems. In 
fact, some suggest that existing structures actually con¬ 
tribute to the problems. Many believe that the only 
alternative is the structural reorganization of urban 
governments. Since the urban growth patterns are closely 
linked to the fiscal and service problems and because these 
problems transcend the formal boundaries of central cities, 
areawide or metropolitan governmental structures are 
favored. The centralization of administration and service 
delivery is supposed to result in more economical and 
efficient government. The quantity of services, it is 
argued, would be improved and the tax burden eased. 
1 
2 
The question of areawide government forces the 
Black community to make an extremely difficult choice. On 
the one hand, services are important to the Black community 
since most of its residents are poor. On the other hand, 
implicit in an areawide governmental structure is the arrest 
of growth in Black voting strength and potential political 
power in the central cities. 
The purpose of this study is to examine the impact 
of metropolitan or areawide government on services to the 
Black community. Advocates of reorganization acknowledge 
that Blacks will be giving up voting strength since their 
proportion of the general population will decrease; but, 
by supporting areawide government, the argument goes, 
their community will receive more and improved services. 
The Black community must seriously question whether govern¬ 
mental structure changes alone can alter how limited goods 
and services are allocated. However, information relative 
to the impact of areawide government is limited. There 
have been few studies on post-adoption areawide government 
that have focussed on the effect on minorities, specifically 
Blacks. The projected and actual impact of structurally 
reorganized governments on Blacks and other minorities have 
been explored only superficially, if at all. Evidence in 
support of the dilution of voting strength argument is 
readily apparent by statistical analysis. 
Concerning services, there is little empirical 
evidence supporting or reflecting the assertion that ser- 
3 
vices were improved to the Black community. Most early 
studies of metropolitan services merely suggest that inner 
city and suburban services were equalized.1 In order for 
the Black community to resolve the conflict between antici¬ 
pated service improvements and potential power through 
electoral politics, the operational impact of such structures 
must be systematically analyzed from a Black perspective. 
This research project is a case study of service 
delivery to the Black community of Nashville-Davidson County, 
Tennessee. Nashville-Davidson County was selected because 
it is one of the few urban areas with an areawide government. 
Prior to adoption Nashville's Black population was approach¬ 
ing forty percent of the total population and the service 
argument was one of the key issues presented to the comm¬ 
unity. Furthermore, the areawide government has been 
operational for more than fourteen years, long enough to 
readily ascertain its impact. 
Since this is an exploratory study broad generaliza¬ 
tions or conclusions can not be drawn from this research. 
However, it is hoped that the description of the Nashville- 
Davidson County experience will provide insight that will be 
useful in a more comprehensive study. In addition, it is 
hoped that this study will provide the Black community with 
a concrete example of the possible consequences of areawide 
1See Daniel Grant, "A Comparison of Predictions and 
Experiences with Nashville's Metro," Urban Affairs Quarterly 
(Summer, 1965), pp. 34-54. 
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or metropolitan government. 
In order to assess whether structural reorganization 
affected services to the Black community, services and other 
indicators were examined both before and after the adoption 
of an areawide government. The services chosen for use in 
this research project were largely dependent on the avail¬ 
ability of information for the desired periods. Prior to 
1963, few of the local governmental departments and agencies 
maintained accurate records. During this period, informa¬ 
tion relative to Blacks or Black neighborhoods was either 
incomplete or nonexistent. Nevertheless, this limitation 
does not distort or disturb the findings. 
Various data sources were used including: books; 
journals; newspaper articles; U. S. Census Reports and other 
government documents; Nashville-Davidson Metropolitan Govern¬ 
ment departmental and agency reports, studies and records ; 
unpublished manuscripts and other pertinent resources. In 
addition, Black members of the Metropolitan council and 
community leaders were interviewed. 
Review of the Literature 
In recent years American cities have been confronted 
with a host of complex problems. However, the most formid¬ 
able one is the fiscal crisis resulting from increasing de¬ 
mands for more and better services and decreasing revenues. 
According to Muller and Dawson the major cause of the fiscal 
problem is the predominant population trend in the country-- 
5 
rapid urbanization.^ 
Following World War II millions of people flocked 
to cities. By 1970 seventy-four percent of the nation's 
3 
population lived in urban areas. Simultaneously, suburbani¬ 
zation became a mass movement. A number of urban residents 
and middle class, white core city dwellers were settling in 
fringe areas outside of the city proper. The 1970 census, 
for the first time in American history, indicated that more 
4 
people lived m suburbs than in core cities or rural areas. 
This dual movement of people within and to urban 
areas has resulted in a number of problems for the metro¬ 
politan area. Charles Abrams provides a useful definition 
of the term metropolitan area as: 
an area in which economic and social life are in¬ 
fluenced by the central city to which it is linked 
by common interest though not by common policies. 
The metropolitan area consists of one or more cen¬ 
tral cities, as well as the outlying districts, 
suburbs and statelite communities.5 
2 
Thomas Muller and Grace Dawson, The Impact of 
Annexation on City Finance: A Case Study in Richmond, 
Virginia (Washington, D. C.: The Urban Institute, May, 
T973T71?. 1. 
3 
Leonard E. Goodall and Donald P. Sprengel, The 
American Metropolis (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill 
Publishing Co., 1975), p. 2. 
4 
Charles R. Adrian and Charles Press, Governing 
Urban America (New York: McGraw-Hill Co., 1977), p. 10. 
^Charles Abrams, The Language of the Cities: A 
Glossary of Terms (New York: Viking Press, 1971), p. 188. 
6 
In 1970, 139.4 million people or approximately sixty-nine 
percent of the population lived in 243 metropolitan communi¬ 
ties . ^ 
Another dimension of metropolitan growth pattern has 
been the weakening of the core city tax base. In the 1960's 
and 1970's, commercial establishments and more affluent 
white residents abandoned the city. At the same time, most 
central cities experienced a heavy influx of poor, nonwhite 
7 
residents—largely Blacks. Goodall and Sprengel suggest 
that these new residents are unable to contribute substantial¬ 
ly to the tax base, furthermore they usually require addition¬ 
al services. In addition to their decreasing tax base, cen¬ 
tral cities have been forced to subsidized the suburbs. The 
suburbs also experience problems. New governmental structures 
have proliferated in fringe areas; however, these units have 
not been able to respond effectively to the service needs of 
their communities. 
As a possible solution to the fiscal and service 
problems of the urban area, metropolitan or areawide govern¬ 
mental structures are being given consideration in a number 
of metropolitan areas. The Committee for Economic Develop¬ 
ment emphasizes the need for local government reform in 
metropolitan area: 
6Goodall and Sprengel, p. 3. 
^Ibid., p. 20-21. 
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The bewildering multiplicity of small piecemeal, 
duplicative, overlapping local jurisdictions cannot 
cope with the staggering difficulties encountered 
in managing modern urban affairs. The fiscal 
effects of duplicative suburban separatism create 
great difficulty in the provision of costly cen¬ 
tral city services benefiting the whole urbanized 
area. If the local governments are to function 
effectively in metropolitan areas, they must have 
sufficient size and authority to plan, administer 
and provide significant financial support for solu¬ 
tions of areawide problems.^ 
To this end the Committee recommended the structural re¬ 
organization of local governments in order to reduce the 
number of conflicting jurisdictions and competing taxing 
units. Structural reorganization involves the creation of 
areawide governmental units, either by superimposing new 
operational agencies on the existing structures or by shift¬ 
ing the responsibilities and functions to governmental units 
g 
of broader jurisdiction. 
Many of the advocates of metropolitanism find the 
one government approaches desirable because it is believed 
that such structures attack problems comprehensively. 
Victor Jones suggest that: 
A metropolitan government is desirable (1) when 
coordination of a function over the whole area 
is essential to effective service or control in 
any part of the area; (2) when it is desired to 
apply the ability to pay theory of taxation to 
O 
Committee for Economic Development, Modernizing 
Local Government (New York: Committee for Economic Develop¬ 
ment^ 1966), p. 44. 
Q 
John Bollens and Henry Schmandt, The Metropolis: 
Is People, Politics and Economic Life (New York: Harper 
and Row, 1970), p. 247. 
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the area as a whole, instead of allowing each part 
to support its own activities at whatever level 
its own economic base will allow; (3) when ser¬ 
vices can be supplied more efficiently through 
large-scale operations; and (4) when it is neces¬ 
sary in order to assure citizens of a voice in 
decisions that affect them at their place of work 
and recreation as well as their place of residence. 
Thus, it is concluded that one-government approaches will 
alleviate the problems of overlapping jurisdictions, frag¬ 
mentation in government, outmoded governmental structures 
and unplanned growth. In campaigns for metropolitan re¬ 
organization, supporters stressed improved services, more 
efficient administration, coordinated planning, equitable 
distribution of costs and benefits and improved representa¬ 
tion. 
Critics of such restructuring argue in terms of 
increased taxes, loss of community identity and control 
11 and lack of access to government officials. In recent 
years, there has been concern that such reforms will result 
in the dilution of the voting strength of Blacks. 
Two approaches commonly proposed by advocates of 
metropolitan government are annexation and city-county con¬ 
solidation. Both approaches involve creating a single 
government for the entire metropolitan area so that the 
Victor Jones, "Local Government Organization in 
Metropolitan Areas" in Coleman Woodbury (ed.), The Future 
of Cities and Urban Redevelopment (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1953), part IV, p. 508. 
^Bollens and Schmandt (1970 edition), p. 279. 
9 
"sociological and legal cities are identical.^ Annexation 
is a procedure where a larger jurisdiction, usually the cen¬ 
tral city, takes in a neighboring jurisdiction, with the 
I O 
larger retaining its identity. Formerly, this method was 
widely used to keep pace with urban growth, but has become 
increasingly unsatisfactory. Most large metropolitan areas 
are characterized by many incorporated suburban muncipali- 
ties and other governmental units that cannot be annexed. 
Also most states require that both voters in the outlying 
areas and core city approve an annexation referendum. 
Usually annexation is unpopular in fringe areas. 
The second approach, consolidation involves the 
merging of two jurisdictions to form a new governmental 
entity.In the case of city-county consolidation, the 
city merges with the county to form a new city-county unit 
that can perform all functions authorized for either the 
city or county.^ 
Despite extensive consideration, only twenty-one 
city-county consolidations have occured (see table 1), 
12 Adrian and Press, 
13 Muller and Dawson 
14 Ibid. 
15 
p. 229 . 
p. 1. 
Bollens and Schmandt, (1975 edition), p. 251. 
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TABLE 1 
CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 
Mergers By Legislative Action 
Place Year 
New Orleans-Orleans Parish, Louisiana 1805 
Boston-Suffolk County, Massachusetts 1821 
Philadelphia-Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania 1854 
San Francisco-San Francisco County, California 1856 
New York-New York County, New York 1874 
New York-Brooklyn-Queens and Richmond 
Counties, New York 1898 
Honolulu-Honolulu County, Hawaii 1907 
Indianapolis-Marion County, Indiana 1969 
Merger by Referendum 
Place Year 
City and County of Denver, Colorado 1904 
Baton Rouge-East Boston Rouge Parish, Louisiana 1947 
Hampton-Elizabeth City County, Virginia 1952 
Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee 1962 
Virginia Beach-Princess Ann County, Virginia 1962 
South Norfolk-Norfolk County, Virginia 1962 
Jacksonville-Duvall, Florida 1967 
Juneau-Greater Juneau Borough, Alaska 1969 
Carson City-Ormbsy County, Nevada 1969 
Columbus-Muscogee County, Georgia 1970 
Sitka-Greater Sitka Borough, Alaska 1971 
Suffolk-Nansemond County, Virginia 1972 
Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky 1972 
SOURCE: Barbara P. Greene and Bruce D. Rodgers, 
Metropolitan City-County Service Delivery (Knoxville, 
Tennessee: University of Tennessee, 1975), p. 6. 
11 
eight of which were adopted prior to 1947.^6 There was a 
resurgence of interest in this type of reorganization fol¬ 
lowing World War II. Thirteen city-county consolidations 
have taken place since 1947, eleven between 1962 and 1972. 
In addition, thirty-four major proposals have been sub¬ 
mitted unsuccessfully to local vote (see table 2). City- 
county consolidation seems especially popular among reform 
advocates in Southern cities. Twenty-four of the unsuccess¬ 
ful proposals were in Southern cities. Nine of the twelve 
successful city-county consolidations were in southern 
states. Lawrence Logan Durisch suggest that the south was 
particularly interested in metropolitan government because 
such structure facilitated the planning and development of 
regional resources and economy.17 
Regarding the need for metropolitan planning units, 
Durisch observed that: 
the South has approximately seventy standard metro¬ 
politan areas. Each has a core city surrounded by 
a fringe area in which urban type services are 
needed. Each metropolitan area presents a difficult 
and important planning and development problem- 
difficult in large part of the lack of a general 
metropolitan government important because it is here 
where almost all economic growth is taking place. 
The lack of a general government for metropolitan 
Barbara Greene and Bruce Rogers, Metropolitan 
City-County Service Delivery (Knoxville, Tennessee: 
University of Tennessee, 1975), pp. 4-5. 
17 Lawrence Logan Durisch, "Southern Regional 
Planning and Development," The Journal of Politics 26 
(February, 1964): 41-59. 
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TABLE 2 
UNSUCCESSFUL CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATION PROPOSALS 
IN CURRENT SMSA's SINCE 1950 
Area Year 
Newport News-Warsick County-Elizabeth City, Virginia 1950 
Miami-Dade County, Florida 1953 
Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee 1958 
Albuquerque-Bernalillo County, New Mexico (also 1950) 1959 
Knoxville-Knox County, Tennessee 1959 
Macon-Bibb County, Tennessee (also 1922) 1960 
Durham-Durham County, North Carolina (also 1974) 1961 
Richmond-Henrico County, Virginia 1961 
Columbus-Muscogee County, Georgia 1962 
Memphis-Shelby County, Tennessee (also 1972) 1962 
St. Louis-St. Louis County, Missouri (also 1959) 1962 
Chattanooga-Hamilton County, Tennessee (also 1970) 1964 
Tampa-Hillsborough County, Florida (also 1970) 1967 
Athens-Clarke County, Georgia (also 1972) 1969 
Brunswick-Glynn County, Georgia 1969 
Roanoke-Roanoke County, Virginia 1969 
Winchester City-Frederick County, Virginia 1969 
Charlottesville-Alvemorle County, Virginia 1970 
Pensacola-Escamlia County, Florida 1970 
Augusta-Richmond County, Georgia (also 1974) 1971 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 1971 
Tallahassee-Leon County, Florida (also 1972) 1971 
Fort Pierce-St. Lucie County, Florida 1972 
Columbia-Richmond County, South Carolina 1973 
Savannah-Chatham County, Georgia 1973 
Portland-Multnomah County, Oregon 1974 
Charleston-Charleston County, South Carolina 1974 
Sacramento-Sacramento County, California 1974 
SOURCE: Vincent L. Marando, "The Politics of City- 
County Consolidation," in Robert L. Morlan (ed.), Capitol 
Courthouse and City Hall (Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
County, 1977), p. 266. 
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government to which service planning can be related 
is a serious handicap. In the absence of general 
metropolitan type government, planning become ex¬ 
tremely difficult. The South needs planning in 
order to realize the economic advantages it possess 
and to overcome or minimize the handicaps under 
which it operates. 
The adoption of metropolitan government is diffi¬ 
cult to achieve. Adoption of metropolitan government often 
depends upon the attitudes of persons of middle class 
I Q 
ideology. ^ Suburban middle-class whites usually oppose 
city county consolidation for fear of increased taxes, 
integration of their neighborhood schools and the loss of 
community control. University groups, women organizations, 
large business and commercial interest professional groups 
and local newspapers usually support reform proposals.20 
Opponents of consolidation normally include local political 
leaders, neighborhood groups and business and minority 
groups. 
Blacks are particularly concerned with the issue of 
metropolitan reorganization because of their growing numbers 
in central cities. Many perceive metropolitan government as 
a threat to potential Black political strength. Tobe Johnson 
suggest there is no confirmed explanation as to why interest 
in structural reform was renewed in the post World War II 
18 
Ibid., p. 53. 
19 
Adrian and Press, p. 239. 
20Goodall and Sprengel, pp. 150-154. 
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period, however, it does seem significant that this period 
was also characterized by the mass-migration of Blacks to 
large cities.^ As of 1970, ninety percent of the Black 
population lived in metropolitan areas, except in the 
south. Three-fourth of the Black population in the north 
and two-thirds of the Black population in the West reside 
22 rn central cities. Furthermore, in 1970 Black people 
comprised a numerical majority of the population in sixteen 
cities and exceeded forty-eight percent in another fourteen. 
The current population pattern of Blacks coupled 
with the continued exodus of whites from the core city 
will enable Blacks to achieve political control in many 
cities within the next decade. It is apparent that re- 
organizational schemes involving the expansion of city 
boundaries to include the white suburban areas pose a 
threat to the realization of this potential source of 
Black political power. 
Traditionally, the role of Blacks in the American 
political system can best be described as sterile. The 
activities of Blacks in the political arena have not been 
of a nature that facilitated fundamental changes necessary 
2lTobe Johnson, Metropolitan Government: A Black 
Analytical Perspective (Washington, D.C.: Joint Center of 
Political Studies, 1972), pp. 1-56. 
9 9 ... 
"‘The statistics cited m this section came from: 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, The Social 
and Economic Status of Negroes in the United States, 1970 
(BLS. Report no. 394, Current Population Reports, series 
p. 23, no. 38, July, 1971), p. 19. 
15 
for the improvement of their social, economic and political 
status in a racist society. Historically, Blacks have 
considered electoral politics as a major instrument for 
securing equality and social groups. The Voting Rights 
Acts of 1965 essentially outlawed many of the methods de¬ 
vised by the white community to deny Blacks access to the 
ballot or render Black voting strength impotent. Follow¬ 
ing the passage of this act, Black participation in electoral 
politics in the south, both as voters and officeholders, 
increased significantly. This increase in voting and office¬ 
holding represent a new phenomenon in American politics; 
which, according to the melting pot theory of American 
government, should effectuate changes in policies concern¬ 
ing Black people. However, this has not been the case, 
which suggests the inappropriateness of such a model for 
interpreting and forecasting Black politics. 
Mack H. Jones contends that an appropriate frame 
of reference for analyzing and interpreting Black political 
life in the United States "must begin with those factors 
which distinguish Black political life from that of other 
groups in the American society, for these are the factors 
23 
which distill the essence of Black politics". He asserts 
23 This discussion is based on Mack H. Jones, "Blacks 
and Politics in Atlanta: Myth and Reality", Atlanta, 
Georgia: Atlanta University, 1974. (unpublished Manuscript.), 
p. 2. 
16 
that the subordination of Blacks by whites and the "con¬ 
comitant institutionalized belief in the inherent superior¬ 
ity of white distinguishes Black political life from that 
24 
of any other group in the United States". Furthermore, 
he asserts that whites in superordinate position will be¬ 
have in such a fashion as to preserve their position. 
Therefore, Jones concludes that it is theoretically use¬ 
ful to conceptualize Black political behavior as a struggle 
between whites who are motivated by the tenets of white 
supremacy seeking to maintain their position of dominance 
and Blacks who are struggling to rid themselves of white 
domination. An examination of the historic record of 
Blacks in the political process reveals the adequacy of 
25 
this conceptual scheme. Whenever Blacks made advances 
politically, the white community particularly in the south 
devised schemes to impede such advancement. 
Because of the subordinate position of Blacks 
economically, socially and numerically there have been few 
potential sources of political power available to Blacks. 
Political power is not implicit in political participation. 
However, political participation coupled with the realiza¬ 
tion of Black majorities in cities offers a potential 
^Ibid. , p. 23. 
2 5 Also see Mack H. Jones, "A Frame of Reference 
for Black Politics", in Lenneal J. Henderson, Jr. (ed.), 
Black Political Life in the United States (San Francisco: 
Chandler Publishing Company, 1972), pp. 7-21. 
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source of political power. Tobe Johnson observed that: 
The emergence of new majorities will have signi¬ 
ficant consequences in jurisdictions for the con¬ 
trol of government, including the allocation, dis¬ 
tribution and mobilization of resources. Histori¬ 
cally, of course, these functions have been 
managed by the representatives of white majorités. 
Consistent with democratic theory, the new black 
majority, then, could be expected to assume the 
position of dominance in management.2^ 
However, Johnson goes on to explain that since 
these functions have historically been controlled and 
managed by agents of the white community; they will not 
willingly relinguish their control since such control is 
"critically related to the central political question of 
who gets what, when and how from the political process."27 
Not only does the historical relationship between whites 
and Blacks dictate this unwillingness of whites to abne¬ 
gate control of cities to Blacks; but, inspite of the 
apparent abandonment of the central city, whites are still 
socially and economically integrated with the city. Charles 
Abrams suggests that many white suburban dwellers still look 
to the city for jobs, although they choose to settle out¬ 
side of the city limits, "the central city is still the 
primary source of banking and governmental and business 
functions crucial to the white power structure."28 Thus, 
2 6 Johnson, p. 1. 
2^Ibid. 
"^Charles Abrams, "The City at Bay," in Michael 
Danielson (ed.), Metropolitan Politics (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Company, 1971), pp. 22-23. 
18 
it is realistic to assume that mechanisms have been activat¬ 
ed by the white power structure to prevent the take over of 
the cities by Blacks. Metropolitan government could be such 
a mechanism. 
As noted before, the revival of interest in metro¬ 
politan government has been attributed to efficiency and 
economy such governmental structures will provide. Never¬ 
theless, there is a growing awareness on the part of Black 
leaders, political scientists and scholars of the important 
role race plays in the campaigns for area wide government. 
In an analysis of the Jacksonville-Duvall County consolida¬ 
tion campaign, Sloan and French concluded that race was a 
key factor in the adoption of the proposal: 
Interview- with leaders of both races in Jackson¬ 
ville, as well as comparisons with other communi¬ 
ties which have attempted similar reforms have 
served to strengthen our conviction that race does 
indeed play a crucial role in urban reform move¬ 
ments. This is not meant to imply that race is 
the only factor determining whether or not a city 
adopts a metropolitan areawide form of government. 
Rather we are concerned that local political elites 
are deceiving not only other but themselves in 
failing to face the racial reality involved in 
governmental reorganization and reforms.29 
Joseph Zimmerman draws similar conclusions in his assess¬ 
ment of both Nashville and Jacksonville campaigns: 
There are racial overtones attached to the Nash¬ 
ville and Jacksonville referendum campaigns, as 
it was charged in each case that consolidation 
29 
Lee Sloan and Robert M. French, "Race and 
Government Consolidation in Jacksonville", The Negro 
Educational Review 21 (July, 1970): 72. 
19 
was designed to dilute the growing Black voting 
strength in the central city. Growing political 
power of Blacks in central cities may predispose 
a number of whites to favor consolidation. There 
is some evidence that suburban whites favor con¬ 
solidation to prevent Blacks from capturing control 
of the core city. ^ 
Clearly, Blacks should be suspicious of areawide government. 
Nevertheless, in the cases of Nashville and Jacksonville, 
Blacks did not overwhelmingly reject consolidation. In 
Nashville forty-three percent of the Black voters supported 
the proposal while a majority of Jacksonville's Black voters 
31 supported the proposal. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
conclude that Blacks are willing to forego potential 
political control for other benefits facilitated by metro¬ 
politan government. 
Advocates of metropolitan government attempt to 
neutralize the impact of the dilution argument by maintain¬ 
ing that the quality and quantity of services to the Black 
community will be improved as a consequence of the new 
32 governmental structure. Metropolitan government, it is 
30 . Joseph Zimmerman, "Metropolitan Reform in the 
United States: An Overview", Public Administration Re¬ 
view (Summer, 1970): 537. 
31 Forty-two percent of Jacksonville's Black popula¬ 
tion supported the proposal. 
32 
See Richard Martin, Consolidation: Jacksonville- 
Duval County (Jacksonville^ Florida : The Crawford Publish- 
ing Company, 1968) and Brett W. Hawkin, Nashville Metro 
(Nashville, Tennessee: Vanderbilt University Press, T966). 
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argued, will promote better services to the minorities be¬ 
cause of revenues from the suburbs will become available 
to ease the problems of the poor. William Hawley stated 
that : 
Regional governments are capable of improving the 
quality of the physical environment and can also 
work toward solutions to social problems. Such 
improvements could be facilitated by effective 
regional agencies... freeing central city resources 
for other tasks of crucial importance to the poor.^ 
However, Dale Marshall warns Blacks against assum¬ 
ing that benefits realized by the core city will necessarily 
34 benefit their community. A number of groups reside in the 
central city. What might be beneficial to the downtown busi¬ 
ness interest may have a negative or no impact on the Black 
community. Furthermore, Marshall is critical of the whole 
service argument: 
Little support currently exists for the naive argu¬ 
ment that the elimination of fragmentation alone 
will upgrade minority service. The service pro¬ 
blems are not created by fragmentation so they can¬ 
not be solved merely by metropolitan government. 
Local communities fail to deal with many of the 
problems not for lack of area-wide planning, but 
for lack of political will. So, one answer to the 
question of whether change in structure can improve 
services for minorities is that changes most likely 
to upgrade services will not deal with services 






Blacks and Metropolitan: The Stake 
Institute of Government Studies), pp. 
34 Dale Rogers Marshall, "Metropolitan Government: 
Views of Minorities" in Minority Perspectives (Baltimore: 
John Hopkins University Pressj 1972), p. 10. 
35 
Ibid., pp. 21-22. 
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In addition Marshall argues that even if one accepts the 
view that metropolitan government can improve services for 
minorities serious questions arise over whether they will. 
Proponents of reform naturally maintain that it will serve 
all the people, "but if it embodies middle class values 
and is implemented by people who accept these values, it 
is likely to be more beneficial for the middle class" 
Clearly, the issue of areawide government is a 
major challenge to the Black community. Metropolitan 
government might offer some solutions to problems in urban 
areas. However, it is unrealistic to assume that a 
particular group with unique problems will automatically 
receive certain benefits because of a change in govern¬ 
mental structure. Whether or not benefits are realized 
will still be dependent of who controls and makes authori¬ 
tative decisions relative to the distribution of goods and 
services in that new government. 
36 
Ibid., pp. 24-25. 
CHARTER II 
THE ROAD TO METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 
This chapter is primarily concerned with the setting, 
the problems and the successful campaign for metropolitan 
government in Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee. Section 
one is a discussion of the historic role of Blacks in 
Tennessee politics. Section two is an analysis of the 
factors leading to the call for an areawide government in 
Nashville and the successful campaign for metropolitan 
government. Finally, section three is a description of the 
new Nashville-Davidson County Metropolitan governmental 
structure and charter. 
Blacks in Tennessee Politics 
The South has been accorded more attention than any 
other geographic region in the United States because of its 
distinctive culture, economy and politics. Compared to 
other regions, the South in its politics has demonstrated 
a greater degree of regional unity which has resulted in an 
unique political tradition. The one factor which has united 
this region and dictated the charter of its politics has 
historically been racism. Southern political institutions 
and practices were overt efforts to keep Black subordinate 
22 
23 
37 to whites. This does not mean that race was the only in¬ 
fluence on southern politics, however, the impact of policies 
were shaped by the animosity felt toward Blacks. V. 0. Key, 
Jr. noted that: 
In its grand outlines the politics of the South 
revolves around the position of the Negro. It 
is at times interpreted as a politics of cotton, 
as a politics of free trade, as a politics of 
agrarian poverty, or as a politics of planters 
and plutocrats. Although such interpretations 
have superficial validity, in the last analysis 
the major peculiarities of Southern politics go 
back to the Negro. Whatever phase of the 
Southern political process one seeks to under¬ 
stand, sooner or later the inquiry leads to 
the Negro.38 
An analysis of the post Civil War politics of the 
South clearly reveals that the predominate consideration in 
the architecture of the region's institutions has been to 
assure the continued subordination of the Black population. 
Key suggested that the intensity of concern for the main¬ 
tenance of white supremacy depended on the proportion of 
39 Blacks in the population. States and sections of states 
in which Black constituted a substantial proportion of the 
37 
Practices utilized by whites to keep Black sub¬ 
ordinate include; the white primary, biased literacy tests, 
the poll tax and other suffrage restrictions as well as in¬ 
timidation and terrorism. 
3 8 
V. 0. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York: 
Vintage Books, 1949), p. 5. 
39 
Ibid., pp. 3-12. 
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population were more oppressive and strongholds of tradi¬ 
tional southern behavior. On the other hand, states with 
few Blacks were more disposed to deviate from the tradi¬ 
tional patterns of behavior. This does not imply that these 
states were any less racist, rather, they were more tolerant 
of the Black population since they did not pose an imminent 
threat to the existing order. Tennessee was one such state. 
Tennessee, when compared to its southern neighbors, 
has an unusual political tradition. It has been described 
as a "fluctuating entity with many paradoxes and inconsist- 
40 encies." This unique political character has been attri¬ 
buted to the state being divided into three distinct regions: 
East, Middle and West Tennessee. Each region has its own 
peculiar economy, cultural attributes and political orienta¬ 
tion. Furthermore, although the state has a relatively 
small Black population, the three divisions vary significant¬ 
ly in racial composition. This factor has influenced their 
politics since the Civil War. 
West Tennessee, in which Memphis is the largest city, 
has historically held the largest concentration of Black 
people. In 1970, thirty percent, of the region's population 
^George N. Redd, "Educational Desegregation in 
Tennessee-One Year Afterward," Journal of Negro Education 
24(Summer, 1955): 333. 
25 
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was Black. This area typifies the deep south both politi¬ 
cally and economically. Aside from the Memphis metropolitan 
area, West Tennessee is largely rural, agricultural and 
poor. This is the state's area of greatest racial tension 
and is most conservative in politics. 
Middle Tennessee reflects a mixed political environ¬ 
ment. It has a significant Black population, but to a 
lesser extent than West Tennessee. The majority of middle 
Tennessee's Black population is located in the Nashville 
area. Nashville, the region's largest city, has developed 
into the governmental, financial and intellectual center of 
the state. The political complexion is moderate to liberal 
42 
Democratic with pockets of Republicanism. Nevertheless, 
conservative elements are present. Inspite of its "moderate 
attitudes" toward Blacks, Jim Crow prevailed throughout the 
region and many small towns in the regions still have a deep 
South racial orientation. 
Finally, East Tennessee is the region with fewest 
43 
Blacks, only six percent. East Tennessee is mountainous 
4 ] 
Neal R. Pierce, The Border States (New York: W. W. 
North, Publisher, 1975), p. 341. 
^Preston Valien, "Expansion of Negro Suffrage in 
Tennessee," Journal of Negro Education 26(Summer, 1957): 362. 
43 Pierce, p. 341. 
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and until the late 1940's was one of the most remote and 
underdeveloped areas in America. In comparison to the 
other regions, this region has been most deviant, by southern 
standards, in its political behavior. Race has not been a 
significant factor in its politics. Since the Civil War 
44 this region has been heavily Republican. Slavery was al¬ 
most unheard of in East Tennessee and Blacks still have 
little place in the rural lifestyle of the region. Blacks 
in this region are located in the urban area of Chattanooga. 
The state's efforts to formulate a policy that re¬ 
flected the various racial orientations of the region re¬ 
sulted in a moderate, yet racist, policy. Throughout the 
South Blacks were denied the ballot inspite of federal legi¬ 
slation guaranteeing their right to vote. However, Tennessee 
was an exception. Blacks did vote although not in all places 
or at all times. At the time the white primary was abolished 
elsewhere in the south, Blacks in Tennessee had been voting 
in the Democratic primary and general election for a number 
45 
of years. Although no records were kept on Black registra¬ 
tion, Ralph Bunche estimated that prior to 1940 about fifty 
46 
thousand Blacks voted in the state. Usually the general 
^Valien, p. 263. 
^Alexander Heard, A Two Party South? (Chapel Hill 
N. C.: University of North Carolina Press, 1952), p. 195. 
4 6 
Ralph Bunche, The Political Status of the Negro 
in the Age of FDR, ed. Dewey W. Grantham (Chicago University 
of Press, 1973), p. 455. 
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elections were open to Blacks in all but a few counties; but 
the primary elections were generally closed. However, Ray¬ 
ford Logan found that Blacks were voting in the Democratic 
Primary in Nashville, Memphis, and Chattanooga as early as 
1906, 1908 and 1910 respectively.^ Unlike other states 
Blacks were not uniformly excluded from the primary. 
During the 1940's and 1950's, the only constitutional 
requirement for voting, aside from an age and residency re¬ 
quirement, was the poll tax. V. 0. Key stated that when com¬ 
pared to the white primary, literacy test and related require¬ 
ments, the importance of the poll tax as a disfranchising 
48 mechanism was slight. The tax did eliminate a number of 
Blacks as well as a number of whites since the populous was 
generally poor. Nevertheless, if a Black person was able 
to pay the tax no other obstacles interfered with his or her 
voting. Furthermore, party competition at the state and 
49 local levels was bifactional within the Democratic party. 
In areas where the Black vote was vital to the maintenance 
of a particular faction or machine, white politicians and 
47 Rayford Logan ed. The Attitudes of the Southern 
White Press Toward Negro Suffrage; 1932-1940 (Washington, 
D.C.: The Foundation Publishers, 1940) pp. 79-95. 
^Key, pp. 397-398. 
49 Donald R. Matthews and James W. Protho, Negroes 
and the New Southern Politics (New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and World, Ï966) pp. 159-160. 
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bosses paid the tax for Blacks. 
Another factor that contributed to Black voting in 
Tennessee was the urban character of the Black population. 
V. 0. Key noted that Blacks met less rigid obstacles to 
political participation in cities. The reasons for different 
racial attitudes of cities are difficult to discern. Key sug¬ 
gested that perhaps "the physical condition of urban life 
permit the more or less autonomous parallel community."^"*- 
At the rate, compared to other southern states, a significant 
proportion of Tennessee's Black population has traditionally 
resided in urban areas (see table 3). By 1930 more than 
fifty percent of the total Black population resided in urban 
areas. These urban residents were concentrated in the cities 
of Nashville, Memphis, Chattanooga and Knoxville. Black 
participation in electoral politics was greatest in these 
four cities since factional politics was intense and the 
Black vote was eagerly sought. Nevertheless, the Black vote 
was a political pawn, useful in settling disputes between 
whites but of no real consequence to the Black community. 
George Fort Milton vividly described the nature of 
Black participation in city politics in 1927: 
In the three largest cities-Memphis, Nashville and 
Chattanooga— a vicious type of boss domination de- 
“^Key, p. 673. 
51 Ibid. 
TABLE 3 
URBAN CHARACTER OF TENNESSEE'S POPULATION, BY RACE, 1920 - 1960 
Black White 
Year Total State Pop. Total Urban %Urban Total Urban %Urban 
1920 2,337,885 451,758 170,464 37.7 1,885,993 440,673 23.4 
1930 2,616,556 477,646 240,168 50.3 2,138,619 656,248 30.7 
1940 2,915,841 508,736 282,334 55.5 2,395,586 735,769 30.7 
1950 3,291,718 530,603 340,285 64.1 2,760,251 1,111,884 40.3 
1960 3,576,089 586,876 421,627 72.0 2,977,753 1,441,641 48.4 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population, 1920, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1960. 
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30 
pends upon the purchasable Negro vote to control 
municipal affairs. I confess freely that the 
voting Negro in cities which have come under my 
observation have served merely as a tool for 
debauching elections and maintaining corrupt and 
unfit men in power.52 
This continued to be the case until the late 1950's. 
Placing Black political participation in Tennessee 
in perspective it should be remembered that it reflects the 
tripartite political orientations of the state, the uneven 
distribution of the Black population and the urban character 
of the Black population. These factors allowed for limited 
Black voting in those areas where their votes were useful, 
yet not a threat to the white community. However, by the 
mid 1950's a threat to the existing order was presented both 
by the growing numbers of Blacks in the urban cities of Nash¬ 
ville, Memphis, Chattanooga and Knoxville and by the ensuing 
Civil Rights movement. These two factors were given con¬ 
siderable attention by the legislature when it deliberated 
on the question of areawide or metropolitan government. 
In 1953, the Tennessee constitution was amended to 
permit the consolidation of any or all functions of the 
cities and counties provided concurrent majorities in the city 
and the outlying county support the action.55 The amendment 
55George Fort Milton, "The Black Ballot in the White 
South", Forum 78 (December, 1927): 912. 
55Brett W. Hawkins, Nashville Metro: The Politics of 
City-County Consolidation (Nashville: Vanderbilt University 
Press, 1966), pp. 37-41. 
31 
was not self-executingj actual consolidation required enabling 
legislation from the General Assembly. In 1957, the legisla¬ 
ture passed such an act, enabling the urban centers to adopt 
a metropolitan government. 
The Nashville City-County Consolidation 
Nashville in the 1950's was in many ways a typical 
urban center, experiencing growth both in its economy and 
population. Although the state was predominantly agricultural, 
Nashville was a commercial center, specializing in banking 
and insurance, and was rapidly developing an industrial 
54 
sector. A number of important light industries located in 
the city, creating a new job market. In addition, government 
services were an important part of the city's economy since 
many municipal, county, state and national agencies were 
headquartered in the city. Nashville was also an educational 
and cultural center. 
In 1947, the city adopted a strong mayor-council form 
55 
of government. The mayor was elected for four years and 
was authorized to appoint heads of twelve departments. The 
city council consisted of twenty-one members, twenty of whom 
were elected from single member districts and one, the vice 
mayor, elected at-large. The vice mayor served as the presid- 
^4Ibid., p. 19. 
55 Ibid., p. 20 . 
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ing officer of the council. In addition, the charter provid¬ 
ed for twenty-four boards and commissions. Most appointments 
to these boards were made by the mayor with councilmanic 
approval. 
Competing Democratic machines battled for control of 
municipal government. Thomas Cummings, elected mayor in 1938, 
and his organization dominated Nashville's politics for more 
than thirteen years.^ Cummings was able to gain and main¬ 
tain power by cultivating the Black vote. Prior to 1938, 
Blacks in Nashville voted Republican. Since the Republican 
party never ran local candidates, Blacks were not influential 
in local elections. However, when Cummings became a candidate 
for office he established contact with Black racketeers and 
bootleggers, depending on them to deliver the Black vote in 
57 
return for protection. In return for their support, the 
Black community as a whole received little. 
With regard to racial attitudes, Nashville was a typi¬ 
cal southern city. The formal and informal biracial system 
had not been appreciably altered or substantially challenged 
since the establishment of the Jim Crow late in the nineteenth 
century. As noted before, Black Nashvillians voted because 
their community was sufficiently "docile and even malleable" 
that aspiring politicians found their small demands and grow- 




5 8 ing numbers profitable. Political factions developed with¬ 
in the Black community bacause of the competition among party 
bosses to deliver the Black vote to white candidates. Black 
voters were not organized in support of a program to benefit 
the entire community. Instead of using their voting strength 
to bargain for better facilities or services, votes were 
delivered for personal advantages. This pattern was found in 
other Tennessee cities. Concerning the lack of unity within 
the Black community, V. 0. Key stated: 
Disunity of Tennessee Negroes maybe attributable in 
part, at least, to the absence of the unifying 
effect of a common concern about winning the right 
to vote. In most of the South Negroes must pull 
together to establish the right to vote. Perhaps the 
substantial disappearance of the common obstacle to vot¬ 
ing in Tennessee removes the incentive to cohesive¬ 
ness and make way for cleavages among Negroes.59 
In 1957 the "Solid Block", a citywide Black political 
organization, was established to consolidate the Black vote 
and endorse candidates that were receptive to the needs of 
6 0 
the Black community. Members of the "Solid Block" were 
largely middle-class professionals from Fisk, Meharry and 
Tennessee State University. Initially the organization en- 
5 8 Hugh Davis Graham, "Desegregation in Nashville: 
The Dynamics of Compliance", Tennessee Historical Quarterly 
25 (Summer, 1966): 135. 
59 Key, p. 75. 
60 Valien, p. 363. 
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countered difficulty in gaining mass support. The 1949 
mayoralty candidate endorsed by the group received only a 
small portion of the Black vote.61 Nevertheless, in 1950 
the group was able to deliver the Black vote to mayoral 
candidate Ben West in return for West's support of a re¬ 
apportionment proposal that would provide for two districts 
with Black majorities, thus enabling the community to elect 
Black representatives for the first time since the turn of 
69 
the century. Prior to 1950, Blacks were a majority in a 
number of wards, but the Black community had been gerryman¬ 
dered a number of times. As a result of supporting the West 
Organization, the Black community elected Attorneys Z. 
Alexander Looby and Robert Lillard to the Nashville city 
council. 
In the post World War II period the Nashville Metro¬ 
politan area was confronted with many of the problems common 
to most large cities. Most of the problems were directly 
related to the shift in population. Because of better job 
opportunities a large number of rural residents were 
attracted to the urban center. Although the jobs were in 
the central city most new residents settled outside of the 
city. In addition, a number of white city dwellers were 
leaving the city for the suburbs. The central city was 
61Heard, p. 198. 
6 2 interview with Robert Lillard, Attorney and former 
city council member, Nashville, Tennessee, 7 November 1975. 
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experiencing a decline in its white population; but the 
Black population was steadily increasing. 
The population outside Davidson County increased 
rapidly during this period. This growth, however, occurred 
primarily in the white population. The result of this popu¬ 
lation movement has been a variety of problems afflicting 
both the central city and suburban areas. David Booth sug¬ 
gested that at the root of all the problems was the fact that 
the city's annexation program failed to keep pace with popu¬ 
lation growth; thus, by 1950 the city limits did not corres- 
6 3 pond with the urbanized area. Consequently, a large part 
of the area outside of Nashville demanded services which neither 
the city nor the county provided. Problems suffered by the 
fringe area included: (1) makeshift, inefficient and in¬ 
adequate police and fire protection and garbage collection; 
(2) the absence of a sanitary sewer system; and, (3) the 
failure to the county to provide parks and recreational 
, ...... 64 facilities. 
The central city also had problems because of the 
shift in population. The vast army of suburbanites that in¬ 
vaded the city each day to earn a living took advantage of 
city services such as fire and police protection, libraries, 
r 
David Booth, Metropolitics : The Nashville Consolida¬ 
tion (East Lansing, Michigan; Michigan State University, 1963), 
p. 4 . 
6 4 
James C. Coomer and Charlie B. Tyer, Nashville Metro¬ 
politan Government: The First Decade (Knoxville, Tennessee: 
University of Tennessee, 1974), p. 4. 
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streets and parking facilities without contributing any 
taxes to pay for these services.65 Furthermore, the city 
was experiencing financial problems. The property tax was 
the major source of revenue for the city. However, many of 
the business interest in the city were charitable or religious 
enterprises and educational institutions, all of which were 
beyond the city's taxing power. According to Brett Hawkins 
in 1958-1959 an estimated forty percent of the city's total 
6 6 real estate was tax exempt. In addition, the declining 
population meant a decline in the tax base. Although Blacks 
were moving to the central city, most were low income apart¬ 
ment dwellers that contributed little in the way of property 
6 7 
taxes. Finally, like most cities, Nashville received less 
than its per capita share of various county and state funds. 
Concern over the public service problems and con¬ 
fronting the area prompted the Tennessee General Assembly of 
1951 to authorize the Community Service Commission for David¬ 
son County and Nashville to study the problem and make recom- 
65Booth, p. 16. 
66Hawkins, p. 58. 
f\ 7 
Property taxes are shifted to tenants of apartments. 
However, owner residental income property are in a peculiar 
position when property taxes rise. Their freedom to shift 
these increases is limited by the terms of th leases held by 
tenants. Furthermore, many Blacks reside in low income housing. 
When the landlord find that renting is no longer profitable 
because of increase taxes, the structure is usually destoryed. 
37 
mendations. The Commission recommended the annexation of sixty- 
nine square miles area, which included about 90,000 people, to 
6 8 the central city. It was felt that the city should provide 
urban services to this area. The Commission also suggested 
that certain functions be assumed exclusively by the county 
government in order to eliminate the duplication of services. 
Davidson County was governed by the traditional 
69 Tennessee County Court-County Judge system. The court was 
both the legislative and administrative machinery for the 
county. Through the committee system the county court exer¬ 
cised many of the executive functions. The county judge was 
nominally the counterpart of the city's mayor. Although he 
had limited appointive powers, he had paramount authority 
over county finance, thus he wielded considerable power. 
Since the districts had not been reapportioned since 1905, 
the urban districts were underrepresented in the County 
Quarterly court. The Community Service Commission recommended 
that the General Assembly redistrict Davidson County to re¬ 
flect the population shift. 
As a result of the Commission's report, the state 
6 8 Community Service Commission, The Future of Nash¬ 
ville (Nashville, Tennessee, June, 1952), p. 5. 
6 9 See Hawkins p. 21-22, the County Court included 
fifty-five Magistrates elected from sixteen districts, only 
one coincided with Nashville city limits. 
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constitution was amended in 1953 to permit the consolidation 
of city and county functions provided concurrent majorities 
in both jurisdictions approved.^ in 1956, the Nashville and 
Davidson County Planning Commissions jointly prepared and sub¬ 
mitted a study on the problems of servicing the needs of 
71 the community. The study recommended the replacement of the 
existing city and county governments with a single areawide 
governmental structure. 
In response to the recommendations of the report, the 
General Assembly authorized the creation of one tier 
72 metropolitan governments in 1957. The act applied only 
to four counties: Davidson, Hamilton, Knox and Shelby. 
Some Blacks in Nashville felt that this action was a deliberate 
attempt to thwart their growing political strength. All four 
counties had significant Black populations in the respective 
central cities of Nashville, Chattanooga, Knoxville and 
Memphis. Some Blacks in Nashville viewed this action as 
a deliberate effort to deprive them of their representation on 
70 Greene and Rogers, pp. 11-12. 
71 
Plan of Metropolitan Government for Nashville and 
Davidson County: A Report of the Nashville and Davidson 
County Planning Commission (Nashville, October 30, 1956). 
72 Hawkins, p. 43. 
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the city council. In considering the possible motives for 
the 1957 legislation, especially since the act applied only 
to those four counties with large Black populations, the 
racial factor has to be considered. 
In 1950, more than fifty percent of all Blacks in 
Tennessee were located in these four counties (see table 4). 
These counties contained the state's largest cities of 
Nashville, Chatannooga, Knoxville and Memphis where Blacks 
were a significant proportion of the population and their 
population was continually growing. Aside from the growing 
awareness of the population trends and changing racial com¬ 
position of these cities, especially Nashville and Memphis, 
considerable attention was focussed on the Black community 
because of the Brown versus Board of Education of Topeka, 
Kansas decision and the subsequent efforts to desegregate 
73 
schools throughout the South. Possibly the desegregation 
efforts heightened the white community's awareness of the 
potential political strength of the Black community and of 
the fact that metropolitan government might be an adequate 
response to this possible challenge to the established order. 
In 1958, the Metropolitan Charter Commission for 
Nashville and Davidson County submitted its plan for city- 
7 3 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, 
347 U. S. 483 (1954). 
TABLE 4 








% of State's 
Black Population in 
Four Counties 
% of State's 
Black Population in 
Largest Cities53 
1920 451,758 183,920 40.7 28.1 
1930 477,646 234,474 29.1 39.7 
1940 508,763 269,853 53.0 43.5 
1950 530,603 308,313 58.1 49.1 
1960 586,873 343,832 63.7 53.3 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Populat ion, 1920, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1960. 
aCounties are Davidson, Hamilton, Knox and Shelby 
^Largest Cities are Nashville, Chattanooga, Knoxville and Memphis located in Davidson 
Hamilton, Knox and Shelby Counties respectively. 
40 
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county consolidation to the public. The plan (charter) pro¬ 
posed the merger of the city and county into the "Metropolitan 
Government of Nashville-Davidson County", commonly called 
74 Metro, with a twenty-one member council and an elected mayor. 
The area would be divided into two service districts each with 
75 a different tax rate. The plan did not call for complete 
unification of all city and county functions; however, "the 
duplication of the administration of schools, hospitals, 
streets, tax assessment and many other functions of local 
7 6 government would be eliminated". The charter also provided 
that the small cluster of incorporated suburban cities surround¬ 
ing Nashville would maintain their independence. Neverthe¬ 
less, they were allowed to vote on the referendum even though 
their status would not be affected. 
The 1958 proposed charter was rejected by the voters 
of the Nashville and Davidson County. The defeat of city- 
county consolidation proposal was caused by the adverse vote 
outside the central city. A breakdown of the voting as 
presented in table 5, shows the opposition was heaviest out¬ 
side the central city. 
The proposal had the support of the two daily news- 
74 Greene and Rogers, pp. 12-13. 
75 The Urban and General Service Districts will be 
explained later in this chapter. 
76 Booth, p. 18. 
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papers, the Nashville Chamber of Commerce and reform organiza¬ 
tion such as the League of Women Voters and, surprisingly, 
both the Mayor and County Court Judge. As mentioned before, 
factional politics rather than party politics dominated in 
the area, with Ben West and County Court Judge C. Beverly 
77 Briley heading the rival factions. This group argued in 
terms of good government, efficiency and economy. 
TABLE 5 
VOTING FOR AND AGAINST METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT PROPOSAL, 1958 
For Against %For %Against 
City of Nashville 7,797 4,808 61.9 38.1 
Contiguous Suburbs 11,130 10,065 52.5 47.5 
Noncontiguous Suburbs 2,105 5,998 26.0 74.0 
Rural 555 3,727 13.0 87.0 
Total 21,587 24,598 — — 
SOURCE: David Booth, Metropolitics: The Nashville 
Consolidation (East Lansing, Michigan, University of Michigan, 
1963), p. 23. 
According to Booth the opposition was silent until 
the week before the vote and was difficult to identify. The 
most opposition came from some Quarterly Court members, who 
feared for their job; the county teacher organization and 
county subscription, fire, police and garbage collection 
77 Greene and Rogers, p. 11. 
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7 8 units. These groups directed their campaign toward the 
county, attacking the plan on many grounds; including higher 
taxes, city domination of the county and even suggested that 
the campaign for metropolitan government was a communist 
-, 4». 79 plot. 
Proponents of metropolitan government actively sought 
the support of the Black community. Black support for the 
consolidation proposal was a prominent part of the Charter 
Commission's deliberation because of their growing numbers. 
Both the County Judge and the Mayor appointed a Black to 
the Commission, Mayor West appointed Councilman Z. Alexander 
Looby, the prominent NAACP attorney considered the "dean of 
Nashville's Black elite", and militant spokesman for the 
8 0 Black community. Robert Lillard commenting on Looby's 
appointment stated: 
Looby did not support metropolitan government in 
theory but accepted the appointment in order to 
make sure the interest of the Black community 
was represented. This placed Looby in a dilemma, 
since he served on the body that wrote the charter, 
he could not actively campaign against it. An 
excellent strategic move by West.81 
^Booth, p. 20. 
79 Hawkins, Nashville Metro: The Politics of City- 
County Consolidation, p. 49. 
8 0 Valien, "The Expansion of Negro Suffrage in 
Tennessee", p. 367. 
81 
Interview with Robert Lillard, Attorney and former 
City Council Member, Nashville, Tennessee, 7 November 1975. 
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Looby's appointment and acceptance occasioned some surprise 
since he had been critical of the one government approach. 
Furthermore, Looby was not a political ally of the West 
organization. However, the appointment was believed to be a 
political move by West that would assure the support of the 
Black community for the proposed charter. 
Having gained two seats on the existing city council 
with prospects of more, the primary concern of Blacks was 
representation. In order to appeal to the Black community, 
the Charter Commission drew the proposed metropolitan council 
districts so that at least two seats on the new council would 
8 2 
be held by Blacks. Nevertheless, many Blacks considered 
consolidation a deliberate effort to dilute the Black vote 
in the central city. Proponents of metropolitan government 
argued, however, that services would be improved to the cen¬ 
tral city and concomitantly the Black community. Still, 
Black voters opposed the charter. Both districts which had 
Black representatives on the city council opposed the plan by 
8 3 
51 and 58 percent. 
Following the defeat of the 1958 charter, the city 
and county focussed their attention on their respective pro¬ 
blems. The Davidson County Quarterly court raised taxes 
8 2 
Hawkins, p. 45. 
83 
Booth, p. 45. 
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almost immediately and attempted to provide some sanitary 
sewer, bridges and highways to the densely populated areas. 
The central city turned to annexation in hopes of easing the 
8 4 financial problems. The city annexed a seven square mile 
area. The constitutionality of the annexation was challenged 
but was upheld by the state's Supreme Court. 
In April, 1960 a larger area, almost forty-three 
8 5 square miles with more than 82,000 residents, was annexed. 
This annexation, like the first, was without the consent of 
the annexed population. Booth stated that the annexed area 
did add to the city's tax revenue but not nearly enough to 
offset the cost of providing services to the area. The 
revenue from the annexed area taxes provided only ten per¬ 
cent of cost of providing services to the area. 
Coomer and Tyer considered the mass annexation by the 
city the major impetus for reconsidering metropolitan govern¬ 
ment.^ The Tennessean, a daily newspaper, and other groups 
that favored consolidation took advantage of the anti-West 
sentiment in the suburban areas and reopened the issue of 
city-county consolidation. In January of 1960, the Quarterly 
County Court passed a resolution authorizing the establishment 
84 Coomer and Tyer, p. 13, 
k^Booth, pp. 74-75. 
^Coomer and Tyer, p. 14. 
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of a second Charter Commission to prepare a charter for a 
8 7 
metropolitan government. The Nashville City Council de¬ 
feated a similar resolution on two occasions. Thwarted in 
their efforts to gain cooperation from the Nashville City 
Council, the proponents of metropolitan government approached 
the General Assembly. The legislature responded by passing 
8 8 
a private act creating a charter commission. The act had 
to be ratified by the voters, which provided a test of the 
chances for passage of the charter. The Charter Commission 
89 
was approved by a substantial majority. 
The new Charter Commission consisted of eight members 
who served on the 1958 Commission; including the two Black 
90 
representatives, Z. Alexander Looby and G. S. Headers. 
This might explain why the new charter was similar to the one 
rejected in 1958. The most significant difference, however, 
was the enlargement of the Metropolitan Council to forty 
members, thirty-five elected from single member districts 
91 
and five elected at large. A vice major would be elected 
8 7 Hawkins, p. 60. 
8 8 Greene and Rogers, p. 17. 
8 9 
Booth, p. 81. 
9 0 Hawkins, p, 71. 
^See the Metropolitan Government Charter Commission, 
Proposed Charter (Nashville: Metropolitan Government Charter 
Commission, April 1962). 
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at-large and would serve as presiding officer of the council, 
making for a forty-one member council. District boundaries 
were drawn in such a way that twenty-nine were predominantly 
92 white and six predominantly Black. However, a number of 
informed Blacks believed that the districts were located in 
such a manner that only six representatives and no more 
could be elected in the foreseeable future. 
The 1961 campaign was highly organized with Mayor 
Ben West, contrary to the 1958 campaign, leading the opposi¬ 
tion and County Judge Beverly Briley supporting consolidation 
proposal. As noted earlier, the proponents of metropolitan 
government advanced their cause by attacking the status quo, 
specifically Ben West and his city organization. Largely the 
same groups that supported the 1958 proposal supported the 
1962 charter. However, important new support was gained, 
including the private fire, police and garbage companies 
93 serving the county area. 
Unlike 1958, Blacks actively campaigned for and 
against the proposal. Hawkins described the group of Blacks 
supporting the proposals as "intellectuals", since this 
group was made up largely of professors from the local Black 
92 Hawkins, p. 75. 
9 3 These private companies were assured that they could 
continue to operate in the General Service District since 




colleges and universities. This group's position was that 
"Metro was really a question of good versus antiquated govern- 
95 
ment." Therefore a metropolitan government was in the best 
interest of a better community, without such growth the entire 
community would suffer, especially Blacks. This considera¬ 
tion, it was thought, was more important than the fact that 
consolidation would dilute the voting strength of Blacks. 
Hawkins described the anti-consolidation faction's 
96 
campaign as a "defense of the status quo". Many of the 
anti-consolidation forces saw the plan as an attack upon the 
established city of Nashville, the administration and the 
person of Ben West. Thus, these forces felt justified in 
utilizing the West political organization. The major argu¬ 
ments against the plan included higher taxes because of re¬ 
quired new services; domination by county residents and the 
argument that overlapping and duplication of services would 
not be delivered because the satellite cities would not be 
abolished although Nashville would be. This group also 
questioned the constitutionality of the proposal and saw it 
as a challenge to states' rights. The opposition consisted 
of elements loyal to West, including: firemen, police, 








• 1 p. 8 5. 
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97 the evening newspaper. Robert Lillard, a Black city 
councilman led the Black opposition. Lillard and his organi¬ 
zation stressed the loss of Black voting strength and the 
implications of metropolitan government on the future deve¬ 
lopment of the Black community. 
The new charter for the Metropolitan Government of 
Nashville and Davidson County was presented to the voters 
on June 29, 1962. On this occasion, the charter was approved 
by both the city and the outside county (see table 6). 
TABLE 6 
VOTE ON THE 1962 METRO CHARTER BY CITY OF 
NASHVILLE AND COUNTY OUTSIDE 
Vote Nashville County Outside Total 
For 21,064 (57.4%) 15,897 (56%) 36,961 (56.8%) 
Against 14,622 (42.6%) 12,511 (44%) 28,133 (432%) 
Total 36,686 (100%) 28,408 (100%) 65,094 (100%) 
SOURCE: Brett Hawkins, Nashville Metro: The Politics 
of Consolidation (Nashville, Tennessee: Vanderbilt University 
Press, 1966), p. 129. 
When the votes are further brokendown, important 
geographic variations are revealed (see table 7). In the 
old city, where the majority of the Black population was 
97 Ibid., p. 130-132. 
TABLE 7 
1962 METRO VOTE BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA 
Number of Precincts 










Suburban Area Total 
42 27 69 53 20 6 79 
Vote : 
For Reorganization 45.2 72.2 57.4 62.6 34.0 47.3 56.0 
Against Reorganization 54.8 27.8 42.6 37.4 66.0 52.7 44.0 
Number of Voters (=100%) 19,960 16,726 36,686 19,706 4,040 4,662 28,408 
SOURCE : Brett W . Hawkins , Nashville Metro (Nashville, Tennessee: Vanderbilt University 
Press, 1966), p. 130. 
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located and where Ben West had the most support, the charter 
was opposed. According to Hawkins, only two city wards sup- 
98 ported the proposal. Both wards contained white universi¬ 
ties and most of the city's high income residents lived 
there. 
Concerning the annexed area, Hawkins suggested that 
the heavy vote for consolidation might have been the result 
of the animosity felt toward Ben West and his earlier annexa- 
99 txon program. The vote might have been more anti-West than 
pro-consolidation. Hawkins attributed the "yes" vote in the 
unincorporated suburban areas to their fear of being annexed. 
The high income cities of Belle Meade, Oak Hill and Forest 
Hill supported the proposal. 
As table 8 indicates, Black voters opposed the pro¬ 
posal. Only two precincts with Black majorities supported 
the new charter.Both precincts were in the councilmanic 
district of Z. Alexander Looby, who, as mentioned before, 
was associated with the charter commission. It seems likely 
that the Black community did perceive metropolitan government 
as a threat to their community. 
Grant, Booth and Hawkins in examining factors that 
contributed to the positive consolidation vote emphasized 
98 
Ibid., p. 131. 
"ibid. 
100 Ibid., pp. 132-133. 
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TABLE 8 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RACE AND THE 1962 METRO VOTE 
White Black 
Number of Precincts 29 13 
Vote : 
For Consolidation 45.4% 43.2% 
Against Consolidation 55.6% 56.8% 
Number of Voters (100%) 14,438 5,298 
SOURCE: Brett Hawkins, Nashville Metro (Nashville, 
Tennessee: Vanderbilt University, 1966), p. 133. 
issues such as annexation, taxes, services and the benefits 
of such a governmental structure could offer. However, all 
three observers failed to examine the possible impact the 
Civil Rights movement had on changing the attitudes of some 
whites concerning metropolitan government. Although early 
Civil Rights activities were concentrated largely in the 
deep South, Tennessee was not untouched by such activities 
nor was the sentiment less hostile. As Hugh Graham noted, 
opposition to desegregation in Nashville may not have been 
as violent as in Little Rock or Birmingham, nevertheless, 
the white community was just as adamant in its resistance.'*'^ 
Furthermore, there were a few incidents of violence including 
^^Hugh Davis Graham, "Desegregation in Nashville: 
The Dynamics of Compliance", pp. 138-154. 
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102 the bombing of a Black school. There was also violence in 
other parts of Tennessee. In 1959 and 1960, Blacks began to 
agitate for the desegregation of public facilities in Nash¬ 
ville and received the same abrasive treatment as elsewhere 
in the South. This is not an attempt to minimize the importance 
of the other issues that emerged in 1962. However, it cannot 
be denied that there was a growing awareness of the Black 
community and its new aggressiveness in challenging the 
status quo. 
The Metropolitan Governmental Structure 
Following the approval of the Metropolitan Govern¬ 
ment Charter by the voters, the opposition challenged the 
constitutionality of the new charter on the following 
grounds: that there had been an unconstitutional delegation 
of legislative power to the Charter Commission; that the 
Charter authorized taxation which would not be equal and 
uniform throughout the jurisdiction of government; that 
the state constitution did not authorize consolidation of 
cities and counties and the creation of new forms of govern¬ 
ment; and that the terms of elected officials of Nashville 
were unconstitutionally abridged by the Metropolitan Charter.103 
102Ibid., pp. 150-151. 
103 Hawkins, p. 141. 
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On October 5, 1963, the Supreme Court upheld the constitu- 
• ] 0 4 txonality of the Metropolitan Government on all grounds. 
One month later the people of Davidson County and the former 
city of Nashville went to the polls to elect the forty-one 
councilmen and the mayor. Former County Judge C. Beverly 
Briley was elected mayor of the new government. On April 1, 
1963, the Metropolitan Government of Nashville-Davidson 
County began to function. 
The Charter 
The Metropolitan Government of Nashville-Davidson 
County is a strong Mayor-Council form of government.105 The 
executive branch consists of the Metropolitan City-County 
mayor as chief executive and administrative officer elected 
at large for a four year term. Executive departments include 
finance, police, fire, public works, water and sewage service, 
law and aviation. Department directors are appointed by the 
mayor. 
The legislative branch, as mentioned earlier, consists 
of a forty member metropolitan council with five members 
elected at large and thirty-five from single member council- 
manic districts. Each district includes a definite area and 
the boundaries are drawn so that they are approximately equal 
104 
Coomer and Tyer, pp. 16-17. 
10 5 This discussion is based on the Metropolitan 
Government of Nashville-Davidson County Charter, 1962. 
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in population. Each councilman serves for four years. 
Councilmanic districts are reapportioned every ten years, 
a provision that Blacks insisted be included in the charter. 
The presiding officer of the council is the vice-mayor, 
elected at-large for a four year term. 
The charter provides for administrative boards and 
commissions with fairly independent functions within their 
various areas of responsibility. The boards and commissions 
members are appointed by the mayor, subject to the approval 
of the council. 
The charter established two service districts: the 
General Service District (GSD) and the Urban Service District 
(USD). The general service district consists of the total 
area of Nashville-Davidson County, in which every resident 
receives the following services: police protection, courts, 
jails, tax assessment, health, welfare, hospitals, housing 
for the aged, streets and roads, traffic, schools, parks and 
recreation, libraries, auditorium, fairgrounds, airports, 
public housing, urban renewal, planning, code enforcement, 
refuse disposal, bus services and taxi regulation. 
The area formerly comprising the city of Nashville 
T n r 
is designated the Urban Service District. Additional 
services are provided for residents within this area. Ser- 
106The Urban Service District now services most of 
the area annexed to the former city of Nashville in 1960. 
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vices rendered to this district include: concentrated police 
protection, fire protection, sanitary sewer, storm sewers, 
street lights, street cleaning, refuse collection and wine 
and whiskey supervison. 
In order to pay for governmental services, the metro¬ 
politan Charter authorized the government to levy separate 
taxes in the General Service District and the Urban Service 
District in the form of an annual property tax and an ad 
valorem tax on merchants. The Urban Service District also 
levies a property tax and an ad valorem tax on merchants. 
The Urban Service District may be expanded to include addi¬ 
tional areas of the General Service District whenever such 
an area requires the additional urban services. In accordance 
with the charter, the additional urban services must be pro¬ 
vided within one year after the Urban Service District taxes 
become due in the area. It should be noted that Urban Ser¬ 
vice District residents pay both the General and Urban Ser¬ 
vice Districts taxes. 
Contrary to general belief, the six small incorporat¬ 
ed cities within Nashville-Davidson County maintained their 
independence. 107 Under the Charter, these cities were able 
to continue their existence. The residents of these cities 
are entitled to the same rights and services as other General 
^°7These cities include Belle Meade, Berry Hill, 
Forest Hill, Goodlettsville, Lakewood and Oak Hill. 
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] no 
Service District residents. However, they may still 
elect their own city officials and enjoy autonomy in local 
affairs. Furthermore, a satellite city cannot be made part 
of the Urban Service District unless the voters in the 
satellite city elect to give up their charter in a public 
referendum. 
10 8 Residents of the independent cities are not in¬ 
cluded in the Urban Service District and as a result pay only 
General Service District taxes. 
CHAPTER III 
NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY TENNESSEE: SOCIOECONOMIC 
CHARACTERISTICS AND AN EVALUATION 
OF SERVICE ALLOCATION 
This chapter is intended to provide the reader with 
an overview of the socioeconomic characteristics and condi¬ 
tions of the Black community of Nashville-Davidson County, 
Tennessee. This profile should provide insight into the kinds 
of problems that existed both before and after consolidation 
and the types and levels of governmental services needed to 
relieve if not alleviate these problems. 
After the problems and needs are identified, an 
attempt is made to ascertain the impact of metropolitan 
government on representation and service delivery to the Black 
community. Since metropolitan government was to improve the 
quality and quantity of services, selected services were 
examined prior to and after consolidation to determine if 
improvements were realized by Blacks. As noted earlier, some 
services are more important than others. Therefore, the 
priorities of the consolidated government must reflect the 
needs of the Black community. This chapter attempted to find 





For the period 1960-1970, the population pattern of 
Nashville-Davidson county was consistent with the national 
population trend. In 1970 the former city of Nashville, 
largely the area constituting the Urban Service District, 
contained only ten percent of the county's land area, yet 
10 9 more than half of county's population resided there. 
However, as was the case in 1950 and 1960, the pro¬ 
portion of the county's population living in this inner city 
area was on the decline. Table 9 shows that while the popu¬ 
lation of the entire county increased by twelve percent over 
the 1960 level, the population of the central city declined 
by six percent. 
This decline was the results of a large number of 
whites leaving the central city for surburban areas. Although 
the nonwhite population of the inner city increased, by 6.5 
percent, this increase could not offset the impact of the 
white exodus; thus resulting in a net decline of more than 
six percent in the inner city. 
At the time of consolidation, Blacks were 27.6 per¬ 
cent of the total population. The vast majority of Blacks 
were concentrated in North Nashville, lower east Nashville and 
109 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City Blight, 
(Nashville: Metropolitan Planning Commission, September, 1973), 
p. 9 . 
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TABLE 9 
POPULATION OF NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY, 
TENNESSEE, 1960 - 1970 
1960 1970 Change % Change 
Davidson 






























SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population, 
1960-1970. 
aU. S. Census Bureau records Nashville's population at 
170,874; however, 82,512 persons were annexed late in 1960. 
Approximately 5,116 were nonwhite. 
and south Nashville.In 1970, the Black population continu¬ 
ed to be concentrated in the inner city. Of the 87,851 Blacks 
in Davidson County in 1970, almost eighty-five percent resided 
in the central city, compared to fifteen percent in suburban 
areas (see table 10). Blacks were only six percent of the 
total suburban population. Furthermore, seventy percent of 
the Black suburban population resided in only three census 
tracts that bordered inner city Black neighborhoods. 
The area of greatest Black concentration in Nashville- 
Davidson County was north Nashvillle. In 1973, more than half 
110 
Hawkins, p. 19. 
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TABLE 10 
BLACK INNER CITY AND SUBURBAN POPULATION, 1960 - 1970 
I960 1970 % Change 
Davidson County 76,437 (100.0) 87,851 (100.0) 15.0 
Inner City 69,946 ( 91.5) 74,486 ( 84.6) 6.5 
Suburban Areas 6,941 ( 8.5) 13,365 ( 15.2) 106.0 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City 
Blight (Nashville, Tennessee, Metropolitan Planning Commission, 
1973) , p. 13 . 
of the inner city Black residents, 52.8 percent, lived in 
this section.'*''*'-'- Furthermore, this area contained 41.1 per¬ 
cent of Davidson County's Black population. This section was 
71.9 percent Black in 1960 and increased to ninety-three per¬ 
cent in 1970. 
North Nashville exhibited lower social, economic, 
educational, and occupational characteristics than any other 
residential area of the city. Throughout the county the 
greater the proportion of Blacks in an area the lower the 
socioeconomic profile. 
Racial residential patterns of Davidson county did 
not change significantly over the years. In 1970, as was the 
case in 1940, 1950 and 1960, the central city was the area of 
greatest Black concentration, particularly the section of 
111 
p. 13 . 
Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City Blight, 
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112 north Nashville. Adjacent to the central city was areas 
of moderate Black concentration and the peripheral of the 
county was predominantly white. Over the years, areas of 
nonwhite concentration grew larger through expansion outward 
from the central city; however, the relative geographic posi¬ 
tions of Black neighborhoods did not change. Appendix A 
contains maps illustrating areas of Black concentration by 
census tracts of 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970. The masses of 
Blacks continue to reside in racially segregated neighborhoods 
Education 
The education level of Blacks in Nashville-Davidson 
County was less than that of the general population. For 
1960 and 1970, the median years of school completed by Blacks 
was 8.3 and 9.8 years respectively, compared to 10.3 and 12.0 
years for the general population. As table 11 indicates, in 
1960 and 1970 a smaller proportion of Black population graduat 
ed from high school than for the county. 
The Black education level increased between 1960 and 
1970 at a faster rate than the county, eighteen percent and 
16.5 percent respectively. Nevertheless, the gap between the 
education level of Blacks and the county was not narrowing. 
There was substantial differences in the education level of 
112 
See Metropolitan Planning Commission, A Study of 
Nonwhite Residential Distribution in Nashville, Tennessee in 
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. %High School 
Graduated 
Davidson 
County 10.3 39.3 12.0 50.8 
Black 8.3 22.3 9.8 32.3 
Inner City 8.9 29.3 10.6 41.4 
Black 8.4 22.9 _a - 
Suburban 11.5 53.3 13.4 60.0 
Black 8.1 19.3 - - 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population, 
1960 and 1970. 
aData not available by race in 1970 
suburban and inner city residents. In 1970, the typical adult 
in the suburban area completed 13.4 years of school while the 
inner city resident completed only 10.6 years.-*-^ Approximate¬ 
ly sixty percent of the suburban residents completed high 
school compared to 41.4 percent of the inner city population. 
The rate of increase was greater in the inner city at nineteen 
percent. Nevertheless, the gap between the education level of 
inner city and suburban residents increased from a difference 
113 
Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City Blight, 
p. 14 . 
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of two years in 1960 and 2.2 years in 1970. Clearly suburban 
residents had the edge in education, which has a strong in¬ 
fluence on employment and, therefore, on earning ability. 
Income 
In 1973, there was considerable difference between 
the incomes of inner city and suburban residents. However, 
when examined by race the disparity was even greater. The 
average family income for the county outside the inner city 
114 
was $14,079 nearly twice that of the inner city at $7,743. 
The median white family income for Nashville-Davidson County 
was $10,180 compared to only $5,797 for Black families. 
Incomes throughout the county was up from the 1960 
levels. Even though the median income of the inner city in¬ 
creased by thirty-five percent in 1970 from $3,816 to $5,174, 
the suburban median family income was fifty percent more than 
that of the inner city ($10,330 and $5,174 respectively). 
The median income of Black families increased by 93.6 percent 
from 1960 to 1970; nevertheless the median Black family income 
was more than forty percent less than that of whites. 
When family and unrelated individuals incomes are 
examined, whites continued to fare better than Blacks. Almost 




115This discussion based on information obtained from 
Bureau of Census, Census of Population, 1960 and 1970. 
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below the poverty level in 1970 (see table 12). These figures 
represented 10.3 percent of all families and 37.9 percent of 
all unrelated individuals in the county. Among the Black 
population 27.8 percent of all Black families had incomes be¬ 
low the poverty level compared to only 6.9 percent of white 
families. The incidence of poverty for unrelated individuals 
was also greater for Blacks than whites, 52.3 percent and 33.7 
percent respectively. 
TABLE 12 
FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS 
BELOW POVERTY LEVEL BY RACE, 1970 
Black White Total 
Families 18,800 94,916 113,716 
Number Below 
Poverty Level 5,230 6,536 11,767 
%Below Poverty 
Level 27.8 6.9 10.3 
Unrelated Individuals 8,073 27,815 35,888 
Number Below 
Poverty Level 4,223 9,377 13,600 
%Below Poverty 
Level 53.3 33.7 37.9 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Planning Commission, An Analysis 
of Nashville Housing Market (Nashville: Metropolitan Planning 
Commission, 1973) , p"! VT. 
In 1970, there were 140,409 households in Nashville- 
Davidson County of which 22.4 percent had incomes of $4,000 
66 
of less (see table 13). Once more the Black population demon¬ 
strated significant income deficiencies when compared to 
whites. Forty-two percent of the Black households in Nash- 
ville-Davidson County had incomes below $4,000. 
The disparity in relative affluence between suburban 
and inner city residents was reflective in home and auto¬ 
mobile ownership. The rate of owner occupied housing in the 
suburbs was four times the rate of owner occupied housing in 
the inner city.^^ The average suburban home dwelling was 
valued approximately $6,300 more than the average inner city 
unit. In addition, the suburban rent was approximately $41 a 
TABLE 13 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME AND RACE, 1970 
Davidson County Black White 
Total Households 140,409 (100.0) 24,000 (100.0) 116,209 (100.0) 
Under $4,000 31,456 ( 22.4) 10,180 ( 42.1) 21,266 ( 18.3) 
$ 4,000 - $ 5,999 17,866 ( 12.7) 4,481 ( 18.5) 13,385 ( 11.5) 
6,000 - 9,999 36,357 ( 25.9) 5,587 ( 23.1) 30,770 ( 26.5) 
10,000 - 14,999 32,539 ( 23.0) 2,881 ( 11.9) 29,356 ( 25.3) 
15,000 - 24,999 16,861 ( 12.0) 893 ( 3.7) 15,968 ( 13.7) 
25,000 and over 5,630 ( 4.0) 178 ( 0.7) 5,452 ( 4.7) 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Housing, 1970. 
^Metropolitan Planning Commission, Analyzing Suburban 
Development (Nashville: Metropolitan Planning Commission, 
February, 1973), p. 11. 
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month more than the average inner city rent. Finally, approxi¬ 
mately twenty-five percent of the dwelling units in the inner 
city were occupied by residents who did not own automobiles, 
while only 5.8 percent of the units in the county did not have 
. , . , 117 automobiles. 
Employment and Occupation 
During the decade of the 1960's, Black employment and 
occupation status showed some improvement. As table 14 illu¬ 
strates, there was a decrease in Black employment in low status, 
TABLE 14 
OCCUPATIONAL STATUS FOR NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON 
COUNTY BY RACE 1960-1970 
Davidson County Black White 
1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970 
High Status 21.7% 25.0% 8.8% 13.9% 23.5% 27.3% 
Middle Status 57.7% 56.7% 28.6% 40.9% 10.8% 12.7% 
Low Status 20.4% 18.3% 57.5% 45.2% 10.8% 12.7% 
(Not Reporting) -2% _a 5.1% - 5.2% - 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census , Census of Population, 
1960 and 1970. 
aNot reported category was not used in 1970. 
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p. 14. 
Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City Blight, 
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low skilled occupations and an increase in more skilled and 
118 higher income employment. Black employment in high status, 
white collar jobs also increased in 1970 over the 1960 level. 
When examined by individual occupational groups, the 
greatest increase for Blacks occurred in the sales and the 
clerical and kindred occupational groups, by 103.5 percent 
and 187.6 percent respectively (see table 15). The number of 
Blacks employed in the profession, technical and kindred 
group increased by 87.8 percent over the 1960 level. All 
occupational groups experienced increase in Black employment 
over the 1960 level, except for the low status private house¬ 
hold workers and laborers classifications, which decreased 
by 44.9 percent for the former and 19.1 percent for the 
latter. Although the numbers of Blacks employed in the 
various occupational groups increased by 1970, their pro¬ 
portion of all workers employed in the group changed very 
little. For example, in 1960 only eleven percent of all pro¬ 
fessional, technical and kindred workers in Nashville-Davidson 
County were Black, by 1970 Blacks were 12.8 percent of the 
118 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission classified 
occupation status in three categories: (a) High status-pro¬ 
fessional, technical, kindred, managers, officials, administra¬ 
tors and proprietors; (b) Middle status-clerical and kindred 
workers, sales, craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers, 
operative and kindred workers; (c) Low status-private house¬ 
hold workers, service workers, except mines. 
TABLE 15 
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP EMPLOYMENT BY RACE, NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY TENNESSEE 
1960-1970 
BLACK WHITE 
Occupational Groups 1960 1970 % Change 1960 1970 % Change 
Total Employed 28,770 31,782 10.5 124,604 151,650 21.7 
Prof., Tech., Kindred 1,977 3,714 87.8 15,588 35,264 62.1 
Managerial, Officials, 
Proprietors 550 691 25.6 13,687 16,112 17.7 
Clerical & Kindred 1,419 4,082 187.6 25,518 34,788 36.3 
Sales 310 631 103.5 12,042 14,465 20.1 
Craftsman, Foreman, 
Kindred 1,655 2,466 49.0 18,210 21,201 16.4 
Operative & Kindred 4,857 5,824 19.9 20,914 20,556 -1.7 
Private Household 
Workers 5,772 3,180 -44.9 1,044 628 -39.8 
Service Workers 7,327 8,415 14.8 8,284 13,015 57.1 
Laborers 3,436 2,779 -19.1 4,103 4,621 36.9 
Occupation not 
Reported 1,467 - - 5,304 - - 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population, 1960 and 1970. 
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total group (see table 16). No classification increased by 
more than five percent over the 1960 level. However, the 
proportion of Blacks employed in low status occupational 
(private household workers, service workers and labors) de¬ 
creased . 
Despite the moderate gains by Blacks in employment, 
there was still significant differences in Black and white 
employment in 1970. More than forty-five percent of all 
Blacks were employed in low status occupations compared to 
only 12.7 percent for whites. As noted earlier, Black medium 
and high status employment increased for the period, yet 
Whites still fared better than Blacks (see table 15). 
A 1968 Report of the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission suggested that few gains were realized by Blacks 
in the city's private industrial and commercial sector, 
119 particularly in white collar employment. None of the city's 
largest commercial and industrial interests had more than one 
percent Black white collar workers (see table 17). 
A number of observers suggest that this situation has 
changed very little. Although the numbers of Blacks employed 
by the private sector may have increased, few are employed in 
white collar positions. Furthermore, middle and upper manage¬ 
ment positions are almost exclusively held by whites. 
119 
Bob Elder, "Negroes Lack Jobs," The Nashville 
Tennessean, 7 May 1968. 
TABLE 16 
BLACK OCCUPATIONAL GROUP EMPLOYMENT, NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE 
1960-1970 
Occupational Group 1960 
% of Black 
Workforce 
% of Total 
Labor Group 1970 
% of Black 
Workforce 
% Total in 
Labor Group 
Professional, Technical 
& Kindred 1,977 6.9 11.2 3,714 11.7 12.8 
Managerial, Officials 
Administrative 550 1.9 3.9 691 2.2 4.1 
Clerical & Kindred 1,419 4.9 5.3 4,082 12.8 10.5 
Sales 310 1.0 2.5 631 2.0 4.1 
Craftsman, Foreman, 
Kindred 1,655 5.7 8.3 2,466 7.8 10.4 
Operative & Kindred 4,857 16.9 18.8 5,824 18.3 22.1 
Private Household 
Workers 5,772 20.1 84.7 3,180 10.0 83.5 
Service Workers 7,327 25.5 47.2 8,415 26.5 39.2 
aborers 3,426 12.0 45.6 2,779 8.7 39.2 
ot Reported 1,467 5.1 21.7 - - - 
Total Employed 28,770 100.0 - 31,782 100.0 - 




BLACK EMPLOYMENT IN NASHVILLE COMMERCIAL AND 
INDUSTRIAL INTEREST, 1968 
Commercial and Industrial 
Interest 
Total Employed %Black %Black White 
Collar 
9-Insurance Companies 3,369 5.0% 1.0% 
4-Banks 2,053 8.0% Less than 1.0% 
11-Trucking Companies 1,882 8.0% 0.0% 
-Major Department Stores 4,404 8.0% 1.0% 
5-Largest Gorcery Stores 3,292 3.4% 0% 
7-Construction Companies _a 8.0% 0.7% 
5-National Manufacturing 
Companies 15,221 5.3% 0.1% 
6-Printing Firms 1, 663 6.8% 0% 
SOURCE: Bob Elder, "Negroes Lack Jobs," The Nashville 
Tennessean, 7 May 1968. 
aNot Reported. 
Finally, an additional disparity between the inner city 
and suburban areas was in occupation status. In 1973, 24.4 
percent of those employed was classified as laborers, but only 
120 12.4 percent in the suburban area was classified as such. 
Approximately 19.9 percent of the inner city residents held 
professional, administrative or managerial positions, while the 
120 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City Blight, 
p. 14. 
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suburban rate was thirty percent. Undoubtedly, there was 
substantial salary variations within occupational groups and 
this variation among occupational groups helps to explain the 
sharp disparity in incomes between inner city and suburban 
residents and between Blacks and whites. 
Housing 
During the 1960's the inner city changed from an area 
of predominantly single family, owner occupied units to multi¬ 
family, renter occupied units. In 1950, 62.4 percent of the 
inner city's dwellings were single family structures and 51.6 
121 
percent were owner occupied. By 1970, the single family 
units constituted only 48.7 percent and the owner occupancy 
rate dropped to 47.2 percent. By contrast the suburban area 
in 1970 was found to have a single family rate of 98.1 per¬ 
cent and an owner-occupancy rate of 74.8 percent. 
The number of housing units in the inner city increas¬ 
ed slightly during the decade. Approximately 19,185 new units 
were constructed in the inner city in 1970 while 27,153 new 
122 
units were constructed in the suburban area. However, for 
the same period 18,391 structures were destroyed in the inner 
city because of urban renewal projects, interstate highway 
121 . , 
Ibid., p. 15. 
These percentages include the housing units annexed in 1960 
after the census. 
122 
Ibid. 
construction, code enforcement and conversion to commercial or 
industrial use. Thus, the net increase for the inner city 
was only 794 units. Almost all of the units destroyed were in 
Black neighborhoods. 
While the number of dwelling units in the inner city 
increased, the number of acres devoted to residential use 
declined from 15,533 in 1960 to 14,923 in 1970 or a four 
percent decrease. The increase in dwelling units concurrent 
with the decrease in residential acreage resulted in an in¬ 
crease in residential density, up from 4.92 dwellings per 
acre in 1960 to 5.18 in 1970. 
In 1970, two of the major problems confronting the 
inner city was overcrowding and substandard housing. In 
1960, 14.3 percent of the inner city dwelling units were 
123 overcrowded. By 1970, the rate dropped to 9.5 because of 
the clearance of structures in urban renewal areas. Over¬ 
crowding was an inner city problem with 70.7 percent of 
Davidson County overcrowded units located in this area. 
The problem of substandard housing was also largely 
confined to the inner city. As Table 18 indicates, in 1960 
only 6.9 percent of Davidson County's housing was dilapidated 
compared to 10.9 percent for the city of Nashville. For the 
county and the city, the incidence of substandard housing was 
higher for Blacks than whites. Only 3.4 percent of the housing 
123 Ibid., p. 20. 
TABLE 18 
HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS FOR NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE, 1960 
Davidson County Black White Nashville Black White 
Total Units 120,847 (100.0) 20,165 (100.0) 100,682 (100.0) 53,623 (100.0) 17,492 (100.0) 36,131 (100.0) 
Owner Occupi¬ 
ed 69,876 ( 57.8) 7,461 ( 37.0) 62,415 ( 62.0) 20,591 ( 38.4) 5,869 ( 33.5) 14,722 ( 40.7) 
Renter 44,759 ( 37.0) 12,704 ( 63.0) 32,055 ( 31.8) 30,399 ( 56.7) 11,623 ( 66.5) 18,776 ( 52.0) 
Unoccupied 6,212 ( 5.2) 0 ( 0.0) 6,212 ( 6.2) 2,633 ( 4.9) 0 ( 00.0) 2,633 ( 7.3) 
Sound 95,711 ( 79.2) 10,232 ( 50.8) 85,479 ( 85.0) 36,599 ( 67.7) 8,862 ( 27.7) 27,437 ( 75.9) 
Deteriorating 16,979 ( 14.1) 5,592 ( 27.7) 11,387 ( 11.3) 11,474 ( 21.4) 4,852 ( 27.7) 6,622 ( 18.3) 
Dilapidated 8,157 ( 6.7) 4,341 ( 21.5) 3,816 ( 3.8) 5,860 ( 10.9) 3,778 ( 21.6) 2,073 ( 5.8) 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population and Housing, Census Tracts, 1960. 
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units in the county outside the inner city were dilapidated, 
of which 24.4 percent were occupied by Blacks. 
In April of 1977, the report of the Housing Task Force 
revealed that there are 32,000 substandard units in Nashville- 
124 Davidson County. This figure represented 20.5 percent of 
the total housing units in the county. Again, this problem 
was largely an inner city problem. In 1973, 70.8 percent of 
Davidson County's substandard housing units were located in 
the inner city. In addition, approximately forty-five percent 
of the substandard housing units were occupied by Blacks. For 
census tracts that had fifty to one-hundred percent Black 
populations, 43.6 percent of the housing units were substandard. 
The Housing Task Force found that the housing problem was 
"most severe in neighborhoods in which the minority population 
was concentrated."'*'^ 
The Housing Task Force suggested that the reason why 
families live in substandard housings was because these 
126 families cannot afford better housing. Residents of sub¬ 
standard housing were employed at very low paying jobs and 
many were not employed at all. Therefore, few could afford 
124 Report of the Housing Task Force, (Nashville: The 
Metropolitan Government of Nashville-Davidson County, 1977), 
p. 1. The data used in this discussion comes from supplemen¬ 
tary information obtained from the Housing Task Force Chair¬ 
man, Kitty Smith. 
12 5 3Ibid., p. 20. 
126 Ibid., p. 5. 
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the cost of standard private housing nor could they afford 
the cost of maintenance. 
Public housing was not an available alternative for 
low-income residents of substandard dwellings. Since 1938, 
only 6,149 public housing units have been built in Nashville 
and Davidson County, all but 211 units located in the inner 
127 
city. Public housing accommodated only 20,000 people. 
The Metropolitan Planning Commission estimated that more than 
18,000 families required public housing in 1973. Existing 
public housing accommodated only 6,000 such households, 
leaving more than 12,000 families to find low income housing 
in the private sector-frequently substandard housing. 
Blight, 





The variations in income, education, types of occupa¬ 
tion, access to private transportation, housing and other 
factors emphasize the difference in the quality of life and 
needs of inner city residents, particularly Blacks, and sub¬ 
urbanites. The level of educational attainment of Blacks is 
substantially lower than that of white residents, thereby re¬ 
legating Black workers to lower paying, unskilled jobs. As 
a result, incomes are substantially lower in the Black community. 
Whether or not these residents are able to maintain a 
minimally decent standard of living depends on levels of ser¬ 
vices and facilities provided by government. Governmental 
services, however, must be designed to meet the specialized 
needs of the Black community. The general population of 
Nashville-Davidson County has few service needs. However, 
the Black community needs more intense and easily accessible 
health care, public housing, transportation services and 
other social services. 
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Financing Metropolitan Government 
The principal local revenue sources for Nashville- 
Davidson County include real and personal property taxes, a 
sales tax, user fees and charges and an automobile regulatory 
fee. 
Real Property 
The budget for the Metropolitan Government of Nashville- 
Davidson County is actually a composite of two separate bud- 
12 8 gets. The 1962 charter created two service and taxing 
districts within the jurisdiction of the new metropolitan 
government. The major source of local revenue is the pro¬ 
perty tax. One budget is for the General Service District. 
This district provides services to the entire county and are 
financed by a property tax levied on all county residents. 
The other budget is for the Urban Service District, in which 
supplementary services are offered and are paid for by an 
additional property tax assessment solely in that area. 
Property in Nashville-Davidson County is taxed accord¬ 
ing to its value. The State Constitution classifies different 
kinds of property for tax purposes, and specifies the per- 
129 centage of value at which property m each class is assessed. 
12 8 
See Metropolitan Government Charter. 
129 
See League of Women Voters of Nashville, Your Metro- 
politan Government, (Nashville: League of Women Voters, 1973T, 
p. 40-45. 
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Real property, land and any structues or improvements on it, 
is classified as follows: (a) Public Utility Property, 
assessed at fifty-five percent of its value; (b) Industrial 
and Commercial Property, assessed at forty percent of its 
value; (c) Residential Property, assessed at twenty-five 
percent of its value, but residential property containing 
two or more rental units assessable at forty percent of its 
value; and (2) Farm Property, assessed at twenty-five percent 
of its value. 
Personal property is also taxed. The largest contri¬ 
butors are Public Utility Property, assessed at fifty-five 
percent of its value, and Industrial and Commercial Property, 
assessed at thirty percent of its value. 
Every real property owner within the boundaries of 
Davidson County pays the General District rate of $4.11 per 
$100.00 of assessed value.Taxpayers in the Urban Ser¬ 
vice District pay an additional $1.89 per $100.00 of assessed 
value. Table 19 shows the property tax rates from 1962 to 
present. The General Service District rate has increased 
since consoldiation while the rate initially decreased. 
Coomer and Tyer attributed this pattern to the more equit¬ 
able distribution of tax burden: 
General Service District Residents, and particularly 
residents in areas which are not within the Urban 
"^30Nashville-Davidson County Tax Assessor's Office. 
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TABLE 19 
PROPERTY TAX RATE FOR NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY 
1962-1977 
Year Tax Rate 
1962-1963 County $ 2.32 
City 3.00 
Total for City Residence $ 5. 32 
1963-1964 G . S . D . a 3.70 
U.S.D.b 2.00 
Total for U.S.D. Residence $ 5.70 
1968-1969 G.S.D. 3.50 
U.S.D. 1.80 
Total for U.S.D. Residence $ 5.30 
1972-1973 G.S.D. 4.11 
U.S.D. 1.89 
Total for U.S.D. Residence $ 6.00 
1974-1975 G.S.D. 4.11 
U.S.D. 1.89 
Total for U.S.D. Residence $ 6.00 
1976-1977 G.S.D. 4.11 
U.S.D. 1.89 
Total for U.S.D. Residence $ 6.00 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Government of Nashville-Davidson 
County, Annual Financial Reports, June 30th of 1963, 1964, 
1969, 1973, 1975, 1977. 
aGeneral Service District 
^Urban Service District 
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Service District, now share more of the burden of pro¬ 
viding services which benefit all county residents.131 
However, the decrease in the Urban Service District 
tax was not because of the increase in General Service Dis¬ 
trict tax, but because services in the Urban Service District 
were decreased; specifically water and sewage services were 
dropped as Urban Service District functions and placed on 
a user fee basis. The per capita property tax rate for fis¬ 
cal year 1976-1977 was $75.05 for the General Service District 
and $149.54 for the Urban Service District. 
Sales Tax 
In the first year of consolidated government a one 
cent sales tax was approved by voters and earmarked to be 
132 
used for education. One-half cent has since been added 
to the levy and was also designated for educational services. 
The local sales tax revenue is legally obligated to retire 
school bonds. Sale tax funds not used to retire bonds are 
used to meet school operating costs. However, the increasing 
indebtedness in the school program necessitates increased 
131 Coomer and Tyer, Nashville Metropolitan Government: 
The First Decade, p. 46. 
132 
Robert E. McArthur, "The Metropolitan Government of 
Nashville and Davidson County", Regional Governance, Vol. II, 
Substate Regionalism and the Federal System, Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations, (Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing, 1973), p. 29. 
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dependence on the property tax for school operating funds. 
Property tax revenues used to operate schools absorb money 
previously used for other governmental services. Approxi¬ 
mately thirteen percent of all local revenue comes from sales 
tax. 
User Charges 
In order to raise revenue for the new government, the 
metropolitan government has increased users charges on many 
services it provides. Water and sewer charges were adopted 
to relieve the property tax and also to raise funds to 
finance the extention of sewage facilities into areas which 
had been annexed to the city in 1960 and the areas subse¬ 
quently added to the Urban Service District. In addition 
the new government substantially increased the charges for 
permits, hospital fees and other services. For the 1975-1976 
fiscal year, an estimate five percent of local funds came 
from charges for current services. 
Automobile Regulatory Fee 
Nashville-Davidson County impose a $18.75 per year 
regulatory fee on all automobiles using Nashville-Davidson 
County streets and roads for thirty days or more. Almost 
six percent of the revenue accrued by the city from 1975- 
1976 came from this source. 
Local Expenditures 
Approximately sixty-five percent of Nashville-David- 
84 
son County's funds come from the aforementioned local tax 
sources. Another thirty to thirty-five percent comes from 
state and federal governmental grants and transfers. The 
per capita tax load (local) for residents of the General 
Service District for fiscal year 1976-1977 was $149.54. 
The per capita tax load for Urban Service District residents 
was $244.80. The Urban Service District residents tax load 
was higher than that of the General Service District because 
of the addition tax for additional services. 
Revenues collected from the Urban Service District 
and General Service District are allocated to five funds. 
Both the Urban and General Service Districts have a Debt 
134 
Service Fund and General Fund. The fifth fund is the 
School Fund. The allocation of revenues to these funds 
in accordance with the charter, insures that a sum of money 
is segregated for the purpose of carrying out specific 
functions. 
133 
Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson 
County Annual Financial Report Fiscal year 1976-1977. To 
tabulate per capita tax load based on 1970 census data : 
Urban Service District 1970 = 238,210; General Service Dis¬ 
trict 1970 = 447,877. 
134 Property tax prorating provisions: Urban Service 
District debt service fund 15.87 percent, general fund 84.13 
percent; General Service District School fund 49.15 percent, 
debt service fund 11.19 percent and general fund 39.66 percent. 
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An examination of expenditures provide an indication 
of where the consolidated government priorities are. Since 
consolidation, the General Service District has steadily re¬ 
ceived a higher percentage of metropolitan governmental 
expenditures while the Urban Service District expenditures 
declined (see appendix B). After studying metropolitan 
services, Coomer and Tyer concluded that the emphasis of 
the metropolitan government has been to increase services 
for General Service District residents, specifically to those 
135 residents in the area outside of the Urban Service District. 
This is consistent with the professed objective of metropoli¬ 
tan government, which is to expand urban services throughout 
the county. Initially, the metropolitan government concen¬ 
trated on providing General Service District functions to 
the suburban areas as well as providing unserved areas of 
the Urban Service District with additional urban functions. 
It appears that the inner city residents suffered the burden 
of increased taxes but service levels remained unchanged. 
Selected Services Evaluation 
It was very difficult to measure the levels of ser¬ 
vices, especially services to the Black community, in Nash- 
ville-Davidson County. For many services, analysis has been 
omitted or limited because of the unavailability of data or 
13 5 Coomer and Tyer, p. 47. 
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unreliable information. In some instances, information for 
desired periods was nonexistent. The metropolitan government 
is largely concerned with the documentation of cost of ser¬ 
vices for each service district. However, because money was 
expended in the Urban Service District and General Service 
District does not necessarily mean that all groups residing 
in the respective service areas benefited. 
Since the metropolitan government does not document 
either the cost of levels of services to neighborhoods or 
geographic sections of the county, it was difficult to assess 
whether an expenditure actually impacted a particular group. 
Although Blacks constituted 32.8 percent of the Urban Service 
District's population in 1970, expenditures in the Urban 
Service Districts were not necessarily expenditures to the 
Black community. 
Therefore, in order for the researcher to ascertain 
whether a group benefited from governmental service activities, 
this analysis is largely confined to the examination of ser¬ 
vices that require physical facilities. By examining facility 
location, capacity and service offered one could conclude 
whether the neighborhood has adequate service. Furthermore, 
the location of new facilities provide an indication of 
where the metropolitan government's priorities lie. 
Fire Protection 
The Metropolitan Government of Nashville-Davidson 
County provides fire protection only to the residents and 
87 
structures located in the Urban Service District. Metro 
does not provide fire protection services to either the in¬ 
corporated cities or those areas outside of the Urban Service 
District. Services to these areas are on a subscription 
basis from private fire companies or satellite city depart¬ 
ments . 
At the time of consolidation the former city of Nash¬ 
ville generally had adequate fire protection, although there 
were areas where services needed to be upgraded. Some older 
neighborhoods and the wholesale district suffered from poor 
accessibility. Following consolidation, the metropolitan 
government initiated a program whereby the service to the 
former city area was maintained at the present level and be¬ 
gan to expand fire protection service into the fringe areas. 
This was the area that had been annexed by the central city 
in 1960 but had not been provided with any services prior to 
consolidation. 
Since consolidation, six new fire stations have been 
built. All of these new structures were located in the fringe 
area. In addition to the construction program, Metro has 
installed more than one thousand fire hydrants in both the 
Urban and General Service Districts. The services of the 
fire department also have been broadened to include fire 
protection for parks and governmental institutions outside of 
the Urban Service District. 
Clearly, the primary emphasis of Metro concerning 
88 
fire protection has been the extending of services to those 
areas in the Urban Service District that previously did not 
have service. It seems likely that services to the central 
city area will be maintained at their 1963 levels. Since 
the Metropolitan Charter mandates the expansion of urban 
services into all portions of the county, this expansion 
program has been given high priority. Metro has been and 
continues to be more concerned with providing fire protection 
services to areas with no service rather than upgrading ser¬ 
vices that previously existed. 
Many older neighborhoods in the inner city do not 
have adequate fire service levels. Metro is required to pro¬ 
vide uniform fire protection services to all areas of the 
Urban Service District. The formula used to calculate ser¬ 
vice needs is that all neighborhoods must be within a three 
136 mile radius of a station. However, older neighborhoods 
require more fire fighting and code enforcement than other 
areas. Old dwelling units and neighborhoods usually have 
137 inadequate water mains and pressure. Furthermore, older 
housing stock and areas with higher population densities have 
a greater incidence or possibility of fire and the danger of 
13 6 °Nichols A. Sieveking and Dick Battle, Citizens 
Attitudes About Urban Issues, (Nashville, Tennessee: The 
Urban Observatory of Metropolitan Nashville-Davidson County, 
June 30, 1972), pp. 43-48. 
137Ibid., pp. 46-47. 
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additional building involvement. It can be concluded that 
many inner city neighborhoods will continue to be inadequately 
served as long as the metropolitan government utilized a uni¬ 
form fire station standard. 
Health Facilities 
As of September, 1973, Nashville-Davidson County has 
approximately 25,000 medically indigent families who could 
not receive medical care except through a government financed 
13 8 
program. In addition, a significant number of residents 
have incomes slightly above the indigent standard. Therefore, 
these persons did not qualify for governmental programs, yet 
they did not have sufficient income to afford proper medical 
and dental care. The majority of the medically poor resided 
in the inner city, which had the highest incidence of disease, 
mental retardation and infant mortality in the county. 
Furthermore, most of these residents were Black. 
There are fourteen hospitals, three health centers 
and a number of nursing homes and elderly core facilities. 
Nevertheless, only two hospitals, Hubbard and General, and 
the three centers provide health care services for the indi¬ 
gent patients. Hubbard Hospital is a teaching hospital 
associated with the private predominantly Black Meharry 
Medical College. Although Hubbard receive some funds from 
13 8 
Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City 
Blight, pp. 55-56. 
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Nashville-Davidson County government for caring for the poor, 
recently Hubbard complained that the Metro reimbursement formula 
does not provide sufficient funds to cover the cost of such 
service and has threaten to withdraw its services. Matthew 
Walker Comprehensive Health Center, also associated with Meharry, 
is supported primarily by the federal government. Nevertheless, 
the major portion of the indigent health care services are 
provided by these two facilities, especially in North Nashville. 
General Hospital, Lentz Center and East Nashville Pub¬ 
lic Health Center are the only health care facilities sponsored 
and supported by the county. Given the dimensions of the 
health care problem to the poor, clearly these facilities are 
totally inadequate. Neither Lentz nor East Nashville are com¬ 
prehensive health facilities. Both provide only limited ser¬ 
vices. The East Nashville Center is particularly limited since 
it is open only two days per week and the hours are restricted. 
The services usually provided at the centers include: 
immunization, commuitable disease control, family planning 
clinics and well-baby clinics. Generally, these health ser¬ 
vices are adequate for residents of the fringe and suburban 
area. The overwhelming majority of these residents can 
afford the cost of private health care. 
In addition to the problem of insufficient services 
to indigent residents, the existing facilities are not easily 
accessible to residents that need the services the most. Many 
such residents do not have transportation to and from the 
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public health facilities. Although the facilities are located 
within the boundaries of the old city, they are not in the 
neighborhoods of greatest need. 
Since the adoption of the metropolitan government 
very little of substance has occurred in the area of health 
care. Although it would seem imperative that free health 
care services to the poor be expanded, health care does not 
seem to be high on the metropolitan government priority list. 
The expenditures of the metropolitan government have been 
inadequate given the scope of health care needs of poor 
residents. 
Library Facilities 
Prior to 1963, the Davidson County Government did not 
provide any library services. The city of Nashville Public 
Library Department administered and maintained the Main 
Library and three branch facilities (Hadley Park, North and 
East Nashville Libraries). 
In the last fifteen years, twelve branch libraries and 
a new Main Library have been constructed. Of the twelve new 
branches, seven are located in the fringe and suburban areas. 
The others are located within the former boundaries of the 
old city but are easily accessible to fringe and suburban 
areas. Three of the new branches are in predominantly Black 
areas (Z. Alexander Looby, Edgehill and Jo Johnson branches). 
The Main Library is in the central business district 
and services the entire county. The Hadley Park and North 
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Branch Libraries are located in the heavily Black populated 
North Nashville area. The North branch is inadequate both in 
terms of location and condition. Both North and Hadley Park 
are old structures, however, the Hadley Park Branch is in 
fairly good condition. Both structures are small and over¬ 
crowded. According to Metro's standards, each branch library 
139 is to serve 25,000 people. Neither of these branches can 
service that many people. The Edgehill and Jo Johnson 
branches, both new branches, are located in smaller Black 
neighborhoods and are easily accessible to residents of the 
immediate area. The Jo Johnson Branch Library is a converted 
store that provides limited services. There are few permanent 
volumes, and the branch maintain restricted hours. 
The primary problems with inner city libraries, 
particularly those in predominantly Black neighborhoods are 
poor access and insufficient volumes. Most libraries are 
located on main thoroughfares and near shopping centers. How¬ 
ever, many inner city residents do not own automobiles. 
Therefore, in order for these residents to receive maximum 
service, inner city sites need to be more concentrated. 
The Metropolitan Library plan based on the 1980 popu¬ 
lation projections and using the standard of one branch per 
25,000 people, recommended the construction of a total of 
139 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Priority Assistance 
Program, (Nashville: Metropolitan Planning Commission, 1974), 
p. 43. 
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nine branch libraries. Four branches remain unconstructed, 
all to be constructed in white areas and three in the suburban 
neighborhood. For the present, it does not seem likely that the 
metropolitan government will attempt to improve library ser¬ 
vices in Black neighborhoods, rather Metro's first priority 
is to make sure that there is library service through Nash- 
ville-Davidson County. 
Parks and Recreation 
Overall, Nashville-Davidson County now has sufficient 
recreational space. Prior to Metro, the parks and recreational 
space in Davidson County were maintained and managed by the 
city of Nashville. Since consolidation, parks and recreational 
facilities is a general service provided throughout the 
county, giving suburban and rural residents access to services 
previously officially unavailable. Nevertheless, many resi¬ 
dents of the county outside of Nashville did use the city 
facilities but contributed no taxes for the service. Metro 
now has more than 5,847 acres of land devoted to parks and 
recreational areas. However, inner city residents still 
suffer from the same recreational problems that existed prior 
to consolidation-problems of type and location of facilities. 
Three types of parks exist in the Metro area each 
140 varying in capacity and function. Playground parks are 
140 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City 
Blight, pp. 50-53. ~ 
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intended to service a limited number of persons and are 
usually called neighborhood parks. They usually include a 
playing field, playground equipment and areas for quite games. 
Playfield parks are larger in acreage and are designat¬ 
ed to serve a wider region than playgrounds. Playfield parks 
usually provide open space for active games, quite areas and 
are well designed and landscaped. 
The third type of recreational space are large urban 
parks, designed to service the entire Metro area. The parks 
have open spaces for active games, picnic grounds, landscape 
areas as well as areas in the natural state. 
There are a number of federal (nine), state (two), 
and metropolitan (five) urban parks in Nashvile-Davidson 
County. All are located in the outer suburban and rural areas, 
miles from the inner city. Although these urban parks are 
intended for all residents, it must be realized that since 
most low-income inner city residents do not own automobiles 
and these areas are not serviced by public transportation, 
access is a problem. Therefore, playgrounds and playfields 
are better suited for inner city residents. 
In general, the inner city has inadequate recreational 
facilities. This is particularly true for Black neighborhoods. 
The existing facilities are not easily accessible to residents 
because many Black neighborhoods are isolated because of major 
thoroughfares and interstate highways. 
North Nashville, for example, with a population in 
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excess of 41,000 people has only four playground parks, all 
are underequipped. ^1 These playgrounds comprise only thirty- 
two of the ninety-three acres recommended for the community. 
The two playfields, Hadley Park and Buena Vista, are also 
inadequate in terms of equipment and acreage. Similar situa¬ 
tions exist in other areas of concentrated Black population. 
Public parks and recreational facilities are important 
to poor residents because such persons have little money for 
leisure activities. The inner city is not only deficient in 
parks playgrounds and playfields, but in the number of public 
recreational centers. Only five centers, with limited service 
capacities, serve North Nashville. Again, such facilities 
are underequipped. 
Recreational for the citizens of Nashville-Davidson 
County has held a very important position in the policies of 
the Metropolitan Government. The government has aggressively 
acquired and converted many acres of land into recreational 
sites. However, the recreational needs for the inner city 
have gone largely unanswered. 
Police Service 
When the city and county governments were consolidated 
in 1963, law enforcement responsibilities were given to the 
Metropolitan Police Department. The Sheriff Department of 
141 
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Davidson County was given the responsibility of serving civil 
papers, warrants and for operating the metropolitan workhouse. 
In addition, three small departments in the incorporated town- 
of Belle Meade, Berry Hill, and Goodlettsville are primarily 
concerned with traffic enforcement and night surveillance 
within their incorporated limits. 
Following consolidation the metropolitan government 
undertook a campaign to improve community relations. Never¬ 
theless, the relations between the Police Department and the 
Black community have remained tense. Prior to 1965, only 
charges resulting in formal proceedings were recorded. Bet¬ 
ween 1965 and 1971, thirty-two formal charges of police 
abuse by Blacks were registered with the department and 
another thirty-seven between 1971-1975.^^2 A Black community 
leader suggested that the number of formal charges of police 
abuse does not accurately represent the extent of the problem 
and many cases go unreported. 
Usually, abuse complaints involve Black victims and 
veteran white police officers. During the period 1965-1973 
the vast majority of the complaints were dismissed. In cases 
where the police officer was found responsible, the most 
typical action against the officer was a verbal reprimand or 
a letter placed in his file. No officers were dismissed be- 
•^^Metropolitan Police Department Public Information 
Office. 
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cause of brutality charges. 
The racial composition of the Police Department does 
not reflect the racial composition of the county. Black 
officers constituted only eight percent of the total force or 
seventy-five Black officers in an 895 man force in 1975. 
Of the 190 civilian employees seventeen were Black. Further¬ 
more, there were no Black officers above the rank captain and 
some law enforcement division within the department had no 
Black personnel. There were only two Black captains. Of the 
forty-seven lieutenants, four were Black and ten of 125 
sergeants. Finally, the majority of the Black police officers, 
forty-nine, serve in the patrol division; however, the 
tactical squad in the patrol division had no Black members. 
Actual police service levels to the Black community 
could not be assessed because of lack of pertinent informa¬ 
tion. The delivery of police protection is based upon patrol 
zones, patrol hours, response time and other information 
which was not available. 
Public Works 
Before consolidation of the city and the county, 
each maintained separate Public Works Departments. Follow¬ 
ing consolidation a measure of separation was retained between 
143 
Information provided by Frank Bailey, Metropolitan 
Affirmative Action Office, Division of Manpower. 
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work in the General Service District and the Urban Service 
District. The Street Division maintained streets and roads 
in the Urban Service District and the Roads Division provided 
for the remainder of the county. 
After 1963, the General Service District spent more 
than the Urban Service District (see table 20). Robert E. 
McArthur suggested that one reason for the increase in 
expenditures was because of the equalization of salaries 
caused by the merger of the two former operations. 14 4 in the 
1964 appropriations, $371,000 was devoted to salary adjust¬ 
ments. In addition, the primary concern of the new govern¬ 
ment was to pave all of the unsurfaced roadways in the 
general service district. 
The Metropolitan Department of Public Works also pur¬ 
chased specialized equipment which neither the city nor the 
county alone could afford or justify before consolidation. 
In addition, the Public Works Department installed street 
lights along all major arteries to the county line. General 
service expenditures increased markedly in rural area be¬ 
cause of Metro's efforts to provide new service to the area. 
The Public Works Department is also responsible for 
providing the following services exclusively to the Urban 
14^Robert E. McArthur, Impact of City-County Consoli¬ 
dation on the Rural-Urban Fringe; Nashville-Davidson County, 
Tennessee, (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Department of Agricul¬ 
ture, 1971), pp. 12-13. 
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TABLE 20 
STREET AND ROAD APPROPRIATIONS, NASHVILLE- 
DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE 
Year Urban Service District General Service ] 
1963 $1,262,927 $1,378,805 
1964 1,726,894 1,839,910 
1965 1,425,000 2,107,800 
1974 1,547,783 2,462,155 
1975 2,002,334 2,333,326 
1976 1,779,774 2,372,488 
1977 1,901,872 2,485,497 
SOURCES: Robert McArthur, Impact of City-County Con¬ 
solidation on the Rural-Urban Fringe (Washington, D. C.: U. 
S. Department of Agriculture, 1971), p. 12 and Metropolitan 
Nashville and Davidson County, Annual Financial Reports, 1975, 
1976, 1977. 
Service District: refuse collection, street cleaning, alleys 
and sidewalks, storm sewer construction and maintenance and 
street lights. There is little information available relative 
to where the Public Works Department has concentrated these 
efforts. However, the Report of the Housing Task Force 
suggested that these services were severely lacking in low- 
income, largely Black neighborhoods. 
Public services are lacking in varying degrees in cer¬ 
tain parts of the city. For example, security of per¬ 
son and property are major problems in lower income 
areas of Nashville. Street lights are often broken 
(and remain unrepaired). Streets are in comparatively 
poor condition. Garbage is not picked up with sufficient 
frequency. Vacant lots become littered with junk and 
overgrown weeds. Storm drainage facilities are in- 
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adequate in some neighborhoods. 
One can reasonably conclude that the Metropolitan Government 
of Nashville-Davidson County has again opted to neglect or 
provide only minimal maintenance of existing facilities and 
services to many inner city neighborhoods so that services 
could be extended to the previously unserved urban fringe. 
145 
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Summary 
Although this evaluation of services is rudimentary, 
it does reveal that the metropolitan government has concen¬ 
trated its efforts on providing services to the fringe and 
suburban areas that receive few services prior to consolida¬ 
tion. The inner city, particularly Blacks, received services, 
but it appears that these services were not of sufficient 
levels as to meet the needs of the area's residents. Neigh¬ 
borhood service needs vary since neighborhood characteristics 
vary. Neighborhoods that exhibit lower socioeconomic 
characteristics require higher levels of services in order to 
maintain the neighborhood's quality. Nevertheless, the 
metropolitan government allocates services and facilities 
based on numerical standards and as a result, many specialized 
needs of a particular group or neighborhood go unserved. 
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Black Representation in Government 
As noted in Chapter two, prior to consolidation two 
of the twenty-one Nashville city council members were Black, 
with excellent prospects for more. The Black population 
was approaching forty percent before the annexation of a 
large portion of county territory in 1960. As a result of the 
annexation, the Black population was reduced to 27.6 percent. 
Nevertheless, Brett Hawkins observed that Blacks were still a 
majority in quite a few councilmanic districts; but because of 
their failure to register in as high percentages as whites 
14 a 
they were outnumbered at the polls. This situation might 
have been reversed in the mid 1960's when there was a con¬ 
certed effort to register Blacks in the South during the 
Civil Rights Movement. There were no Blacks on the county 
court in 1960. 
After consolidation, six of the thirty-five council- 
manic districts were predominantly Black. The districts 
were deliberately gerrymandered so that Blacks were assured 
of representation on the council. Nevertheless, many 
Blacks believed that the lines were drawn in such a manner 
as to allow the election of only six Black councilmen and 
no more in the foreseeable future. From 1962-1973, five of 
the six districts had Black representatives. The only 
146 Hawkins, p. 19. 
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councilmanic district having a white representative was the 
district containing the central business district. The 
area was characterized as a poor, nonfamily area. The popu¬ 
lation was highly mobile and criminal and illegal activities 
such as prostitution and drug trafficking were widespread. 
In 1970, the councilmanic districts were reapportioned 
in accordance with the Metro charter. Seven districts had 
Black majorities, with sixty percent or more. One district 
had a clear Black majority, with 48.5 percent.147 It should 
be noted that this district elected a Black representative. 
The remaining twenty-seven districts had Black population of 
twenty-five percent or less; of which twenty-four districts 
had less than ten percent Black. 
Of the eight districts with Black majorities or near 
majorities, only six Black representatives were elected in 
both elections held since 1970 (see appendix D). Both times, 
however, the seventeenth and eighteenth districts elected 
white representatives. Again, the district containing the 
central business district, the eighteenth district, elected 
a white representative. The social and economic profile of 
the area remained largely unchanged since 1960. Again, 
although Blacks were a majority of the population, more 
whites voted. The seventeenth district, sixty percent Black, 
also elected a white representative. One observer suggested 
147 
This information was obtained from the Metropolitan 
Planning Commission. 
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that the relationship between this representative and his 
Black constituents is good and he has their support. 
Currently six of the forty councilmanic seats are 
held by Blacks or fifteen percent, with the potential of con¬ 
trolling two other seats (those Black districts with white 
representatives). Many Blacks feel that they were better 
off in terms of representation in 1960. Even though the num¬ 
ber of Black councilmen has increased after consolidation, 
this representation is of no real consequence to the Black 
community. Whites still control the policy-making process. 
The Metropolitan Charter provides for forty appointive 
boards and commissions. The mayor appoints members to these 
bodies and they subsequently are confirmed by the council. 
The bodies range in size from three to twenty-one members, 
the average size is seven members. In September, 1977 
there were sixteen boards and commissions with no Black 
representatives. The Metropolitan Action Commission had 
the most Black representation, eleven of its twenty-one 
members were Black. The remaining seventeen bodies had only 
one to two Black members. There was only one body with Black 
representation exceeding twenty percent, the Metropolitan 
Action Commission. This body is not involved in policy-mak¬ 
ing or policy-application activities; rather, its purpose is 
work to improve community relations. 
Employment by local government was another area in 
which Black representation was nominal. Although records 
were not kept, Black employment by local government was al- 
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most nonexistence. The few that were employed held menial, 
unskilled positions. Willis D. Hawley theorized that 
regional government could increase employment opportunities 
for Black in governments. 
Regional government could increase employment 
opportunities. It might provide regional identi¬ 
fication and publicizing of employment openings 
and could support regional planning and coordina¬ 
tion of job training efforts. In considering the 
impact of metropolitan government on public im- 
provishment of the cities may also reduce job 
opportunities for minorities. It seems possible 
to establish metropolitan wide agencies to handle 
the planning, financing and coordination of certain 
public activities, while maintaining local control 
over such personnel matters as hiring, firing, 
promotion and in-service training.148 
Following consolidation, Black employment by the 
metropolitan government did increase. However, in 1975, 
minority employment by local government did not approximate 
their proportion of the general population. For that year 
a little more than eighteen percent of the metropolitan 
government's employees were Black.Blacks were under¬ 
represented in most all occupational classifications except 
service and maintenance. Thirty-three percent of Blacks 
employed by Metro were in service and maintenance positions, 
14 8 Willis D. Hawley, Blacks and Metropolitan Governance 
The Stakes of Reform (Berkeley: Institute of Governmental 
Studies, 1972), pp. 10-11. 
149 
Affirmative Action Office, Metropolitan Government 
of Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee, 1975. 
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while less than one percent (.8) or fifteen Black were 
officials (see table 21). Six of which were public elected 
Black officials. 
TABLE 21 
DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME BLACKS EMPLOYED BY THE METROPOLITAN 
GOVERNMENT OF NASHVILLE DAVIDSON COUNTY 






% of all Blacks 
Employed 
Official 1875 15 . 8% 
Professional 1723 174 10.1% 
Protective Service 1714 192 11.2% 
Technician 1729 102 5.9% 
Para-Professionala 1717 424 24.7% 
Office Clerical 1725 138 8.0% 
Skilled 1729 102 5.9% 
Service & Maintenance 1703 567 33.3% 
Total 13,915 1,714 12.3% 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Affirmative Action Officer, 
Division of Manpower, Frank Bailey, Director. 
aincludes hospital orderlies, cooks, equipment 
operators and others. 
In 1975, there were fifty-nine boards, commissions 
and departments with salaried personnel. Sixty-five percent 
or thirty-eight of those bodies had far less than nineteen 
percent minority representation. Twelve of the fifty-nine 
bodies had no Black employees. 
It is apparent that more Blacks were employed by 
government since 1963. However, caution should be used in 
attributing employment gains by Blacks to the adoption of a 
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metropolitan government. It should be remembered that the 
federal govenment actively encouraged affirmative action 
programs during the 1960's. The existence of such a pro¬ 
gram was a precondition for receiving many federal funds. 
Notwithstanding, a lot remains to be done in the area of 
Black employment by the local government. Blacks are still 
largely confined to low skilled, low paying positions. 
CHAPTER IV 
BLACK LEADERS PERCEPTIONS OF METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 
Since metropolitan governments, especially city- 
county consolidation, are increasingly being considered 
as a solution to the urban crisis, the operation of such 
structures in Nashville and Jacksonville serve as important 
examples for evaluating the possible impact areawide govern¬ 
mental structures will have on urban problems. An assess¬ 
ment of the impact on and attitudes of the Black community 
is crucial since the realization of Black political strength 
in central cities depends on whether or not such structures 
are adopted. The Black community must have empirical 
evidence that the benefits accrued by such structures are 
worth relinquishing potential control of cities. 
The vast majority of published literature on metro¬ 
politan government is devoted to analyzing the politics of 
successful and unsuccessful campaigns for the adoption of 
areawide governmental units. Relatively few studies have 
been concerned with post-adoption operation and experiences 
of metropolitan governments. Several studies of the post¬ 
adoption metropolitan government in Nashville indicated 
that the experience has been successful and attitudes to¬ 
ward the new government were generally favorable. 
In 1965, Daniel Grant evaluated the post-adoption 
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impact of metropolitan government in terms of predictions 
made by proponents of such structures in Nashville.^0 
Proponents had argued that consolidation would: (1) 
eliminate city-council bickering and fix political respon¬ 
sibility; (2) eliminate the duplication of administrative 
efforts and services; (3) result in specialization and 
professionalism in public service; (4) equalize core city 
and suburban services; (5) solve the problems of planning 
for suburban and rural fringe areas; (6) eliminate fiscal 
inequalities between the city and county; (7) allow new 
suburban services to be financed on a pay as you go basis; 
and (8) provide national publicity for Nashville as a pro- 
gressive city. x 
Grant concluded that, at that time, none of the 
predictions had been proven incorrect and that there was 
evidence that about half of the predictions had been ful¬ 
filled. Specially, he noted that political responsibility 
had increased and specialization and professionalization 
of public employees was occurring. He also found that 
services were being equalized for the general service 
district and that financial inequalities were being 
eliminated. Finally, Nashville was gaining prominence 
150 
See Daniel Grant, "A Comparison of Predictions 
and Experiences with Nashville 'Metro'", Urban Affairs 
Quarterly 1 (September, 1965): 34-54. 
151 
Ibid., p. 37. 
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as an innovative and progressive city. 
Another study by Grant, conducted in 1965, was con¬ 
cerned with attitudes of voters concerning metropolitan 
152 government. The findings led to the conclusion that 
there was significant satisfaction with the new government. 
Sixty percent of the respondents were satisfied with the 
metropolitan government while only twenty-four percent were 
not satisfied. Sixteen percent were undecided or did not 
respond. Grant compared the actual voting pattern with 
his survey results and found that a higher percentage of 
the survey respondents indicated satisfaction with metro¬ 
politan government than the percent that actually voted 
1 C9 
for the new government. The percentage in the old 
city favoring the metropolitan government increased by a 
ratio of four to one over those dissatisfied. In addi¬ 
tion, respondents of the 1960 annexed area expressed in¬ 
creased satisfaction with the results of consolidation. 
Opposition in the rural areas dropped slightly while sup¬ 
port in the incorporated suburbs remain unchanged. 
According to Grant, the reasons most often given 
for satisfaction were abstract or theoretical in nature.-*-^ 
Reasons for support included comments such as: Metropoli- 
152 ... 
Daniel R. Grant, Opinions Surveyed on Nashville 
Metro", National Civic Review 54 (July, 1965): 375-317. 
153Ibid., p. 375. 
154Ibid. 
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tan government was more practical, provided better over¬ 
all planning and eliminated duplicated of services. About 
one-fourth of those satisfied indicated they had no specific 
reason for their satisfaction. Reasons given by those 
expressing dissatisfaction with metropolitan government 
were more tangible and concrete. Most complained of being 
taxes without receiving services, poor service delivery and 
too high taxes. 
An article by T. Scott Fillerbrown, published in 
1969, further highlighted the success of metropolitan 
• 155 government in Nashville-Davidson County. He noted that 
there were increases and improvements in parks and recrea¬ 
tional facilities, libraries and utilization of schools. 
Moreover, the study indicated that rural and urban fringe 
residents believed they were receiving improved services 
and expressed satisfaction with the consolidation. 
Finally, a study conducted by the Nashville Urban 
Observatory in 1970 found that the approval rate for metro¬ 
politan government increased to a five to one ratio from 
the two and one-half to one ratio in 1965.^56 Respondents 
were asked if they thought local government in Nashville 
had gotten better, remained the same or was not as good as 
^ ~*T. Scott Fillerbrown, "The Nashville Story," 
National Civic Review 58 (May, 1969): 197-210. 
1 r ç: 
Sieveking and Battle, Citizen's Attitudes About 
Urban Issues, p. 76. 
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before the adoption of metropolitan government. As table 
22 indicates, a large majority of the respondents felt that 
local government was as good or better than what existed 
prior to consolidation. 
TABLE 22 
ATTITUDES TOWARD CONDITIONS OF NASHVILLE 
GOVERNMENT IN 1970 COMPARED TO PREVIOUS 
FIVE OR TEN YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 





Some or Better 197 (69%) 107 (76%) 304 (72%) 
Not as Good 68 (24%) 24 (17%) 92 (22%) 
Don't Know/No Answer 19 ( 7%) 10 ( 7%) 29 ( 6%) 
Total 284 (100%) 141 (100%) 425 (100%) 
SOURCE: James C. Coomer and Charlie B. Tyer, Nash¬ 
ville Metropolitan Government: The First Decade (Knoxville, 
Tennessee: University of Tennessee, 1974), p. 40. 
This brief review of the literature on the post¬ 
adoption impact of city-county consolidation in Nashville 
indicated that the results have been favorable. However, 
conspiciously absent in all of the aforementioned litera¬ 
ture is an evaluation of the effects of metropolitan govern¬ 
ment on the Black community of Nashville. Dale Rogers 
Marshall observed that although there is generally consider¬ 
able interest in metropolitan reorganization, scholars have 
generally ignored the study of metropolitan government from 
a minority perspective. 
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The incompleteness of studies on the effect of metro¬ 
politan government in operation is surprising. These 
studies are often incomplete and impressionistic and 
do not analyze the extent to which metropolitan govern¬ 
ment was responsible for the changes. Furthermore, 
they say almost nothing about the effect of the reforms 
on minorities and the minorities attitudes to the re¬ 
forms . 157 
Grant's study which evaluated predictions made by 
proponents of metropolitan government addressed the ques¬ 
tion of whether or not Black voting strength was diluted.15^ 
He concluded that Black voting strength and influence was 
not affected by metropolitan government. This conclusion 
was based on the following reasoning: 
An analysis of all elections held since the adoption 
of metro finds no instance in which a candidate sup¬ 
ported by the overwhelming majority of Negroes was 
defeated because of the white voters added to the 
local electorate by metro. Negro voting strength 
was and continues to be based on their ability to 
hold the balance of power between the white factions 
in Nashville politics rather than on their ability 
to elect an official in an areawide race by their 
votes alone. While it is conceivable that in a 
mayor's or judge's election the Negro voter's 
role might be less decisive because of the broadened 
electorates under metro, the evidence thus far in¬ 
dicated that when Negroes vote for a losing candidate, 
they have been outvoted not only in suburbs but in 
the "old city" as well.1^ 
This simplistic, shortsighted and largely inaccu¬ 
rate analysis of the dilution arguments fails to take into 
137 Marshall, "Metropolitan Government: View of 
Minorities", pp. 16-17. 
1 cp 
Daniel R. Grant, "A Comparison of Predictions 
and Experience with Nashville 'Metro'", pp. 51-53. 
159 Ibid., p. 52. 
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consideration the loss of potential or future voting strength 
and representation upon which the argument is based. Further¬ 
more, the balance of power position of Blacks in Nashville 
was severely weakened as a result of consolidation since 
the Black population decreased from more than one-third of 
the total population to approximately nineteen percent. How¬ 
ever, the key point to be made is that Grant does not consi¬ 
der how Black view the dilution issue; rather, he explained 
it from a white perspective. 
In another study, Grant interviewed knowledgeable 
observers in Nashville, Miami and Toronto about their 
perceptions of the impact of metropolitan government.-*-^ 
He found that seventy percent of the twenty respondents in 
Nashville and seventy-nine percent of the nineteen Miami 
respondents felt that Blacks had easier or, at least, no 
decrease in access to government because of metropolitan 
government.1^*- In the case of Nashville, this "easier" 
access was attributed to the elimination of split respon¬ 
sibility and the creation of single member districts gerry¬ 
mandered to insure that several Blacks were elected to the 
council. Based on these findings, Grant concluded that 
metropolitan government does not weaken Black political 
^^Daniel R. Grant, "Political Access Under Metro¬ 
politan Government: A Comparative Study of Perceptions by 
Knowledgeables" in Robert L. Daland, Comparative Urban Re- 
search (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1969), pp. 249- 
271. 
161 Ibid., pp. 250-255. 
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access. However, this broad assertion is supported by a 
survey in which only three Blacks were interviewed. Even 
though the three supported metropolitan government and 
agreed that access to government by Blacks was easier or 
unchanged, their opinions can hardly be considered as 
representative of Black leaders or the Black community 
as a whole. 
It is obvious that existing post-adoption studies 
of metropolitan governments provide only cursory assess¬ 
ments of their effect on minorities, particularly Blacks. 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the perceptions 
of Black elected officials in Nashville concerning metro¬ 
politan government and its effect on their community. 
Six Black councilmen representing predominantly 
Black districts were asked the same set of open-end 
T r O 
questions. The questions were designed to ascertain 
their support or non-support of metropolitan government. 
The interviews were conducted in November 1975 and January 
of 1976. The following questions, among others, were asked: 
(1) Did you support the 1962 city-council consolidation 
proposal creating a metropolitan government? Why or why 
not? Have these considerations been realized?; (2) Do you 
I r y 
Councilmen questioned were: Mansfield Douglas 
interviewed November 6, 1975; Vernon Winfrey interviewed 
November 6, 1975; Ludye Wallace interviewed November 7, 
1975; Troy Jones interviewed November 7, 1975; James Hawkins 
interviewed November 9, 1975; James Driver interviewed by 
telephone January 9, 1976. 
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think Blacks have benefited by metropolitan government? 
If yes, in what ways?; (3) Do you think services have been 
improved by metropolitan government? If yes, what services 
were improved? Specifically what services have been im¬ 
proved in Black neighborhoods?; and, (4) How are Black con¬ 
cerns articulated since there are only six Black on the 
council? 
Only two of the councilmen opposed the 1962 city- 
county consolidation referendum. Both opposed metropolitan 
government because of the dilution of potential voting 
strength. Although the four supporting consolidation 
acknowledged the validity of the dilution argument, they 
still found sufficient reasons to support the proposed 
charter. One believed that taxes would be decreased be¬ 
cause of the additional revenue generated by bringing in 
the suburban areas with the city. Two others felt that 
consolidation would allow Blacks to move from their over¬ 
crowded neighborhoods in the central city to outlying areas 
and still receive the needed urban services. Good govern¬ 
ment was another reason expressed for supporting the pro¬ 
posal. It was suggested that support for the referendum by 
Blacks had nothing to do with a desire for a structural 
change in government; rather, many Blacks viewed the election 
as an opportunity to get rid of public officials who had been 
hostile and unresponsive to the problems and needs of the 
Black community. 
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Even though two of the councilmen opposed the pro¬ 
posal because of the dilution argument, all were skeptical 
about the economic feasibility of the city being run by 
Blacks. Furthermore, all felt that whites would have 
utilized other techniques, as demonstrated by the huge 1960 
annexation, to prevent Blacks from gaining political con¬ 
trol of the city. As in the case of Jacksonville, Florida, 
there seemed to be the general acceptance on the part of 
many Blacks of the myth that once a Black mayor is elected, 
the central city will die economically.163 
When asked whether or not the Black community bene¬ 
fited from the metropolitan government, five of the six 
councilmen responded no, stating that the urban fringe and 
suburban areas benefited most from metropolitan government. 
In each case services were used to illustrate how these 
areas benefited. Furthermore, all five suggested that 
services in their districts had not improved significantly 
over their 1960 levels. Three of the five felt that ser¬ 
vices to the central city decreased because of the metro¬ 
politan government. Water and sewage, previously financed 
by taxes, were placed on user free or pay-as-you-go basis 
by the new government. 
Only one Black councilman expressed satisfaction 
with metropolitan government. He noted that his district 
received many services previously not available in that 
16 3 
See Martin, Consolidation : Jacksonville-Duval 
County, Chapters 1 and 2. 
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area. These services included garbage collection, street 
lights, bus services and fire and police protection. It 
should be noted that this councilman represented the only 
predominantly Black area that was part of the unincorporated 
county in 1962. This area was also part of the urban fringe 
annexed in 1960. In December of 1972, this area, the 
Bordeaux-Haynes community, was added to the Urban Service 
District. 
Prior to consolidation only two of the twenty-one 
council members were Black. In 1975 and currently eight 
of the thirty-five councilmanic districts are predominantly 
Black. However, only six of these districts were represent¬ 
ed by Blacks in 1975. All six of the councilmen agreed 
that in order for Blacks to be effective in articulating 
the concerns of the Black community, more Black representa¬ 
tion on the council is necessary, most suggesting from ten 
to fifteen. Nevertheless, all six admitted that their 
possible effectiveness had not been maximized because 
there was no consensus among them on specific issues con¬ 
cerning the Black community. The councilmen were generally 
more concerned with what was best for their individual 
constituents, rather than what was best for the entire 
Black community. 
As noted earlier, Grant concluded that access to 
government was easier because of metropolitan government. 
However, all of the councilmen stated that access to govern¬ 
ment remained the same as in 1962. Most suggested that 
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access to government was not dependent on governmental 
structure, but who held important positions of power in 
government determined the degree of accessibility. Four 
noted that former mayor Beverly Briley was generally 
unresponsive to the needs and demands of the Black 
community. However, all were optimistic that communica¬ 
tion between the Black community and government would be 
improved by the new Fulton adminsitration. 
In conclusion, five of the six Black elected 
officers expressed dissatisfaction with metropolitan 
government. Furthermore, positive benefits have not been 
realized by the Black community, particularly central city 
neighborhoods. Representatives of such neighborhoods felt 
that whether or not benefits were realized depended on who 




Metropolitan government as it functions in Nash- 
ville-Davidson County, Tennessee is not the panacea for 
the urban crisis it was represented to be. The relative 
condition of the inner city, particularly the Black com¬ 
munity, has changed little since consolidation. In 1970 
considerable disparity continued to exist between inner 
city and suburban residents as well as between Blacks and 
whites in the community. 
In 1972, the Urban Observatory conducted a survey 
of the population of Nashville-Davidson County to find out 
citizen attitudes and assessments of local public ser- 
164 vices. The study revealed that Blacks, regardless of 
income, were far more dissatisfied with services than any 
other group in the population. Blacks expressed greater 
concern over the need for easily accessible necessary ser¬ 
vices than did whites.This concern is understandable 
since Blacks had fewer financial resources than whites and 
were less able to afford reliable transportation. 
"'■^See Sieveking and Battle, p. 77-78 
165Ibid., p. 82 
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In an examination of the disparity between services 
wanted and services provided to Blacks compared with whites, 
Blacks wanted services more than whites (see appendix C). 
In addition, Blacks felt that they had "services to a lesser 
166 degree where they lived than did whites". The disparity 
between wants and perceptions of their fulfillment was 
greater for Blacks than it was for whites in Davidson 
County. Thus Sieveking and Battle concluded that Blacks 
were more discontented with the Metropolitan Government's 
services. 
In a study of residential and nonresidential condi¬ 
tions to the Inner City, the Metropolitan Planning Commission 
alluded to the inadequacy of service levels in inner city 
neighborhoods. 
Regarding service delivery to disadvantaged neighbor¬ 
hoods, the Planning Commission recommended that: 
The particular needs of households at and below the 
proverty level and of those families with marginal 
incomes just above the poverty level should be 
analyzed and the social service delivery system in¬ 
volving Metropolitan agencies should be developed 
accordingly. Social, recreational needs should be 
accommodated, to the greatest extent possible, on 
the basis of specific needs within a given area, 
rather thaç6golely on the basis of numerical 
standards. 
^^Ibid. , p. 83. 
16 7 
See Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City. 
168 Ibid., p. 246. 
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The admitted primary objectives of the Metropolitan 
Government of Nashville-Davidson County is to provide the 
entire county with urban services. It can be reasonably 
concluded that meeting the specialized needs of low-income 
neighborhoods are secondary to this task. Clearly the 
priorities of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville- 
Davidson County, Tennessee do not reflect the needs and 
priorities of the Black community of Nashville. Coomer and 
Tyer confirmed that the emphasis of the metropolitan govern¬ 
ment for the past fourteen years has been centered on pro- 
169 viding services to the urban fringe and suburban areas. 
Clearly, the structural reorganization of the government of 
Nashville-Davidson County has not substantially improved 
the quantity or quality of services to inner city neighbor¬ 
hoods . 
Dale Marshall suggested the Metropolitan Government 
is unlikely to benefit minorities unless they have a strong 
voice in it. "Metropolitan Government is not a neutral 
structure", decisions on public policy ultimately rest with 
those who occupy positions of formal authority in the govern¬ 
mental system.The examination of Black representation 
in the Nashville-Davidson County metropolitan government 
169 See Coomer and Tyer. 
170 Marshall, p. 25. 
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suggested that Blacks do not have a strong voice in the 
implementation of governmental policies. Black political 
leaders acknowledged that their numbers are too few to be 
of any real consequence to the Black community. Decisions 
relative to the Black community are still made by whites. 
When the desires of the white community compete with the 
needs of the Black community the will of whites will 
dominate. Three prominent examples of Black ineffective¬ 
ness in influencing policies that affected their community 
since consolidation are the construction of Interstate-40 
through North Nashville and the local administration of 
urban renewal and model cities projects. 
When 1-40 was originally planned it was routed 
through Charlotte Street, a predominantly white business 
area, however, in 1955 local officials proposed and 
succeeded in having the route changed to Jefferson Street, 
the main business street in the Black North Nashville 
171 community. The change of route appeared to have been 
racially motivated, designed not only to preserve the 
predominantly white business along Charlotte, but, in fact, 
to wipe out businesses in North Nashville, either directly 
or by isolating them from their customers. It was not 
^^See Jack E. White, Jr., Nashville Model Cities 
Program: An Urban Partnership, (Nashville, Tennessee: 
Race Relations Information Center, 1971). 
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until mid-1967 that the potential impact of the route be¬ 
came clear to residents of North Nashville. This new high¬ 
way, the best paved street in North Nashville, would split 
the Black community in half, destroying the Black business 
district and displacing many Black residents. The 1-40 
Steering Committee, a group of concerned Black residents, 
were unsuccessful in its efforts to prevent the construc¬ 
tion of the highway. Local officials were uncooperative 
and actually supported the construction, inspite of Black 
concerns. 
Urban renewal projects have been no more successful 
or responsive to the needs of blighted neighborhoods than 
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they have been in other cities. These programs, dubbed 
"community improvement" projects, resulted in the disloca¬ 
tion of hundreds of Blacks and low-income families. 
Hundreds of residential acres were converted to commercial 
and industrial acres. Low-income homes were destroyed and 
replaced by massive commercial redevelopment projects. 
Currently, millions of community development dollars are 
going to the revitalization of the central business district 
while Black and low-income families are forced to live in 
32,000 substandard dwellings. 
Finally, many Blacks believed that the Model Cities 
172 Metropolitan Planning Commission, Inner City 
Blight, pp. 27-42. 
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Program was deliberately designed to destory North Nashville 
as a residential area and supported the commercial and in- 
173 dustrial development of the areas. During the period 
the program was functional, hundreds of people were dis¬ 
placed but few tangible benefits were realized by the Black 
community. In fact, the most obvious accomplishment of 
the Model Cities Program was the construction of the Metro 
Center, a multimillion dollar commercial and industrial 
project partially financed by Model Cities funds. The 800 
acres of land on which the Metro Center is located previous¬ 
ly held low-income residential structures. 
The whole point of this discussion is to illustrate 
that the behavior of local officials was unchanged by metro¬ 
politan government. Blacks were still excluded in the 
planning and policy-making process. Local officials have 
not been responsibe to the needs of Black community 
especially when they compete with the desires of the white 
power structure. 
Concerning the argument that metropolitan govern¬ 
ment could check the decline of the inner city, the Nash- 
ville-Davidson County central city problems are largely 
unchanged. The central city business district continues 
to lose business to suburban shopping centers. New resi¬ 
dents continue to settle in the suburban area, generally 
173 See White, p. 3-31. 
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outside of the Urban Service District, to avoid higher 
taxes. Finally, the majority of the business, commercial 
and industrial interest that located in Nashville-Davidson 
County since consolidation also settled outside of the 
Urban Service District to avoid the additional taxes. Jobs 
created by these new interest generally do not provide 
employment opportunities for Blacks and other inner city 
residents because of poor transportation facilities. 
In conclusion, it appears that if the Black 
community of Nashville-Davidson County is to realize 
benefits from metropolitan government, they must have a 
stronger voice in it. Yet, the adoption of metropolitan 
government successfully destroyed the one area in which 
they were developing power, namely, central city govern¬ 
ment. Whether or not service needs of the Black community 
are met depend not on governmental structure, but on who 
controls government. 
APPENDIX A 
Maps of Black Residential Areas: 1940-1970 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Planning Commission. A Study 
of Non-white Residential Distribution in Nashville-Davidson 
County, Tennessee in 1940, 1950, 1960 and 1970 (Nashville), 
Tennessee: Metropolitan Planning Commission, 1975. 
\ Map 1 
NONWHITE SEGREGATED BLOCKS, 1940 
30.0 - 49.9 % Nonwhite Occupancy 
50.0- 74.9 % Nonwhite Occupancy 
75.0 - 100.0 % Nonwhite Occupancy 





NONWHITE SEGREGATED BLOCKS, 1950 
i 1 30.6 - 49.9 % Nonwhite Occuponcy 
EMU) 50.0 - 74.9 % Nonwhite Occuponcy 
iHfitimhn 75.0 - 100.0 % Nonwhite Occupancy 
IlSMi, Data suppressed or not reported 
Map 3 
NONWHITE SEGREGATED BLOCKS, I96C 
22.4- 49.9 % Nonwhite Occuponc» 
EüsD 50.0- 74.9 % Nonwhite Occuponc 
75.0- 100.0 % Nonwhite Occuponc' 






DEGREE OF NONWHITE CONCENTRATION BY 
CENSUS TRACT, 1950 
HH 22.4-50.0% Nonwhite Population 
ffü 50.1-100 % Nonwhite Population 




DEGREE OF NONWHITE CONCENTRATION 
CENSUS TRACT, I960 
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Map 7 
DEGREE OF NONWHITE CONCENTRATION BY 
CENSUS TRACT, 1970 
APPENDIX B 
Additional Expenditure Tables 
TABLE 23 
COMPARISON OF EXPENDITURES IN G.S.D. AND U.S.D. FOR GENERAL FUND 
AND GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND DEBT SERVICES: 1963-64 through 1976-77 
Year Total Funds U.S.D. Expenditures G.S.D. Expenditures 
1963/64 42,184,137 (100%) 12,111,008 (29%) 30,073,129 (71%) 
1964/65 44,854,102 (100%) 12,597,125 (29%) 32,256,977 (71%) 
1965/66 51,994,832 (100%) 13,131,044 (36%) 38,863,788 (74%) 
1966/67 52,529,055 (100%) 13,297,791 (27%) 37,753,508 (73%) 
1967/68 52,529,055 (100%) 13,382,455 (26%) 39,136,600 (74%) 
1968/69 57,917,224 (100%) 14,286,741 (25%) 43,630,483 (75%) 
1969/70 57,740,646 (100%) 14,831,946 (26%) 42,908,700 (74%) 
1970/71 63,296,554 (100%) 15,977,993 (26%) 47,318,561 (74%) 
1971/72 73,941,650 (100%) 16,893,433 (23%) 57,048,217 (77%) 
1973/74 78,537,723 (100%) 15,533,166 (20%) 63,104,557 (80%) 
1974/75 93,864,658 (100%) 18,871,824 (20%) 74,992,834 (80%) 
1975/76 100,258,025 (100%) 21,580,898 (21%) 78,677,127 (79%) 
1976/77 111,912,806 (100%) 23,637,080 (21%) 88,275,726 (79%) 
SOURCE: Annual Financial Reports of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and 
Davidson County, Fiscal Years 1964-1977. 
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TABLE 24 
EXPENDITURE PER CAPITA IN THE GENERAL SERVICE DISTRICT 
AND URBAN SERVICE DISTRICT FOR GENERAL FUND AND 
GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND DEBT SERVICES: 1963/64- 
1971/72 AND 1974/75 - 1976/77 
YEAR GENERAL SERVICE DISTRICT URBAN SERVICE DISTRICT 
1963/64 $ 75.23 $ 123.50 
1964/65 80.69 130.89 
1965/66 97.22 149.55 
1966/67 94.44 147.44 
1967/68 97.93 151.27 
1968/69 109.15 166.09 
1969/70 95.80 158.06 
1970/71 105.65 172.72 
1971/72 127.37 198.29 
1973/74 140.90 215.10 
1974/75 167.44 246.66 
1975/76 175.66 266.26 
1976/77 197.09 296.31 




NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE PER CAPITA 
AMOUNT OF LOCAL FINANCE (dollars) 
1967 1971 1975 
General Revenue 249.35 446.67 593.43 
Intergovernment Revenue 79.93 146.28 200.30 
State Government 60.19 83.18 122.25 
Federal Government 19.74 63.10 78.05 
Revenue Local Sources 269.04 300.39 393.14 
Taxes 122.52 214.15 277.46 
Property 93.48 144.34 183.41 
Other 29.04 69.81 94.23 
Education 125.18 169.30 228.65 
Highway 35.53 23.06 45.94 
Public Welfare 2.02 3.60 7.04 
Health and Hospital 18.63 31.18 45.25 
Police 12.34 23.19 36.14 
Sewage 35.59 13.92 81.20 
Sanitation 5.42 8.10 11.47 
Parks and Recreation 8.99 11.03 15.22 
SOURCE: U. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Govern¬ 
ment. Local Government in Metropolitan Area, 1967, 1971, 
1975. 
APPENDIX C 
Table 26-Attitudes of Blacks and Whites Toward Services 
TABLE 2 6 
ATTITUDES OF BLACKS AND WHITES TOWARD SERVICES 
Services %Blacks %Blacks Dif f. %Whites %Whites Diff. 
Wanted Had Be- Wanted Had Be- 
Service Service tween Service Service tween 
1. Neighborhood Safe from 
Crime and Violence 91.4 28.1 63.3 96.3 59.2 37.1 
2. Good Fire Protection 88.6 66.7 21.9 91.8 64.8 27.0 
3. Good Police Protection 85.7 8.1 27.6 91.8 64.8 27.0 
4 . A Municipal Water System 76.5 72.2 4.3 88.8 88.8 0.2 
5. Unpolluted Air 82.9 21.2 61.7 85.0 34.3 50.7 
6. Good Garbage and Trash 
Collection 82.9 77.1 5.8 83.5 82.1 1.4 
7. Sewers 77.1 58.3 18.8 82.7 64.6 18.1 
8. Adequate Street Lighting 80.0 77.1 2.9 78.4 65.2 13.2 
9. Schools with Good Quality 
Educational Programs 64.7 57.1 27.6 70.5 62.3 8.2 
Sidewalks and Streets 
Kept in Good Repair 77.1 44.1 33.0 65.9 49.2 16.7 
^1. Neighborhood Streets Being 
Free of Heavy Traffic 61.8 30.3 31.5 69.4 45.6 25.8 
12. Nearby Shopping for Gro- 
cercies & Household Items 85.7 45.7 40.0 60.7 74.8 14.1 
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TABLE 2 6 CONTINUED 



















13. Health Facilities within 
a Convenient Distance 82.9 57.1 25.8 58.6 40.9 17.7 
14. Schools Within Convenient 
Walking Distance 64.7 36.7 28.0 45.1 52.4 7.3 
15. Bus Stop a Short Walking 
Distance Away 67.6 54.3 13.3 43.3 72.7 29.4 
16. Convenient Library 
Services 54.3 51.0 23.3 34.6 47.2 12.6 
17. Close by Parks and 
Playgrounds 42.9 46.2 3.3 28.6 31.0 2.4 
AVERAGE 74.5 50.7 23.8 69.1 58.9 10.2 
SOURCE: Nicholas A. Sieveking and Dick Battle, Citizen Attitudes about Urban Issues 
(Nashville, Tennessee: Urban Observatory of Metropolitan Nashville, June 30, 1972) p. 92. 
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APPENDIX D 
Maps of Councilmanic Districts, 1963 and 1970 
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MAP 8 
f'' Black Councilman 
£ Black Majority with White Councilman 







1. Did you support the 1962 city-county consolidation pro¬ 
posal creating a metropolitan government? 
Why or why not? 
Have these consideration been realized? 
2. In the 1962 election approximately forty percent of the 
Black population voted for consolidation. What do you 
think were their reasons? 
3. Are you generally satisfied or dissatisfied with the 
operation of "Metro"? 
4. What groups or persons do you think benefited most as 
a result of the adoption of "metro"? 
5. How was the Black community affected by the creation of 
Metropolitan government. 
6. Have services improved, remained the same or decreased 
in the Black community? 
Do you think metro was responsible? 
7. Do you think the number of Black districts adequately 
represent the Black population of Nashville? 
8. Why do you think the 17th and 18th districts elected 
white representatives? 
9. What do you perceive to be the most pressing political 
problem confronting the Black community of Nashville? 
Social problems? 
Economic problems? 
Do you think metro can do anything about these problems? 
If yes, what? 
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10. If the old governmental structure had been sustained, 
do you think Blacks would play a larger role in local 
government? 
11. How do you evaluate the relationship between the police 
and the Black community? 
12. Since there are only six black council members out of 
forty whites how are Black concerns articulated? 
Is there a Black caucus for deciding what your position 
will be on issues? 
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